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ABSTRACT 
Although mentoring researchers have made significant progress in understanding the 
mentoring process in the past decade, knowledge on proteges' learning in the process is still 
very limited. In particular, little information is available on how various parties would 
motivate proteges to leam or what outcomes proteges' learning can subsequently bring. The 
purpose of this thesis is not only to explore the three motivational predictors- autonomy 
support of team climate, autonomy support of mentors, and autonomy orientation of proteges-
and their relative importance to the learning of proteges, regardless of organizational tenure, 
position, or job performance, but also to examine the behavioral and attitudinal consequences 
that proteges' learning is able to result in under teamwork circumstances. 
Specifically, three folds of effects and one fold of comparisons were examined in this 
study. First of all, drawing on the tenets of self-determination theory, this thesis identified and 
tested autonomy support of the team climate (the contextual factor at the team level), mentors' 
autonomy support (the interpersonal factor at the individual level), and proteges' own 
autonomy orientation (the intrapersonal factor at the individual level) as the motivational 
determinants of proteges' personal learning in work teams. Second, the moderating effects of 
autonomy support of the team climate on the main effect links between two individual-level 
motivational predictors— autonomy support of mentors and autonomy orientation of 
proteges— and proteges' personal learning were carefully probed. Third, the pivotal role of 
proteges' personal learning as a mediator between three cross-level motivational antecedents 
and proteges' organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and job involvement was explored. 
Fourth, this study compared the relative importance of the three cross-level motivational 
factors in predicting proteges' personal learning. 
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Data were collected from 205 proteges and their 58 mentors working in 58 teams at an 
international insurance firm based in Hong Kong and then analyzed with the hierarchical linear 
modelling (HLM) technique, which is capable of adequately analyzing relationships among 
variables that cross hierarchical levels. The results reveal that the three motivational predictors 
could exert a significant positive influence on proteges' personal learning; meanwhile, the 
positive association between autonomy support of mentors and proteges' personal learning 
was augmented by the team-level moderator~ autonomy support of the team climate. In terms 
of mediation effect, proteges' personal learning was found to bring full mediating impact on 
the links between autonomy support of mentors and proteges' OCB, autonomy orientation of 
proteges and proteges' OCB, autonomy support of mentors and proteges' job involvement; 
partial mediating impact on the links between autonomy support of the team climate and 
proteges' OCB, autonomy orientation of proteges and proteges' job involvement. Comparative 
analyses highlight the dominant role of autonomy orientation of proteges in predicting 
proteges' personal learning as compared to the increasingly decreased predictive power of 
autonomy support of mentors and autonomy support of the team climate. In light of the 
specific findings and corresponding interpretations in this study, "autonomy management 
practice" as the most important implication of this thesis was imparted to the management in 
order to help them promote employees' learning and other positive consequences, and in turn 
improve the overall organizational effectiveness in the knowledge-based economy era. 
Key words: Self-determination theory, Mentoring, Proteges' personal learning, OCB, 
Job involvement 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
The self-determination theory (SDT) developed by Edward L. Deci and Richard M. 
Ryan is now increasingly gaining attention in organizational behavior research. This theory is 
being applied and verified widely in such fields as psychology, education, sports, and health 
care. Lately, researchers have even praised SDT as "an impressive accomplishment" 
(Psyszczynski, Greenberg, & Solomon，2000，p. 301)，since it provides "new impetus to 
conduct research on human motivation" (Coleman, 2000，p.291), and may be "the most 
ambitious contribution to what some have termed the rebirth of motivational research" 
(Hennessey, 2000，p.293). Nevertheless, SDT has yet to be further explored in the field of 
organizational behavior, perhaps because SDT is not as well understood in this field as in 
psychology, where it was initially developed. 
1.1 Theoretical Background of This Study 
Intrinsically motivated behavior is prototypically autonomous, but an important aspect 
of SDT is that extrinsic motivation can vary in the degree to which it is autonomous versus 
controlled in that autonomy is a crucial human need, which determines the quality of 
motivation. As it stands, SDT views motivation as ranging along a continuum from 
amotivation, extrinsic motivation to intrinsic motivation, with higher quality motivation being 
more self-determined and autonomous. Autonomy is conceptualized as the freedom to behave 
in accordance with one's sense of self, whereas being controlled involves acting with a sense 
of pressure, a sense of having to engage in certain actions (Deci & Ryan，2000). Considerable 
evidence, much of it from educational contexts, indicates that the interpersonal factor such as 
autonomy support of teachers, friends, or relatives helps one maintain and enhance intrinsic 
motivation, and also helps to promote quicker and deeper internalization of formerly 
extrinsically motivated behaviors (Ryan & Stiller, 1991). Furthermore, SDT has theorized and 
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proved that individual autonomous motivation also depends upon intrapersonal factors, such 
as the person's autonomy orientation, and contextual factors, such as the autonomy support of 
the work climate (Gagne & Deci, 2003). As proposed by SDT, Autonomy orientation 
emphasizes the extent to which a person is internally oriented toward aspects of the 
environment, which stimulate intrinsic motivation, are optimally challenging, and provide 
informational feedback; a person with high autonomy orientation is inclined to do things on 
his or her own initiative, seek activities that are interesting and challenging, and take greater 
responsibility for his or her own behavior (Deci & Ryan，1985b). Autonomy support means 
that an individual in a position of authority (e.g., a mentor) or a general environment (e.g. team 
climate) takes the other's (e.g.，a protege) perspective, recognizes the other's feelings, and 
furnishes the other with related information and opportunities for choice, while minimizing the 
use of pressures and demands (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). Autonomous motivation, including 
intrinsic motivation and highly internalized extrinsic motivation, has long been proven to 
result in positive personal outcomes, such as good quality of learning in education, excellent 
physical performance in sports, and full psychological engagement in an organization. 
The pace of organizational and environmental change seems to urge organizations to 
become learning organizations in order to survive cutthroat market competition. As a result, 
mentoring has emerged as an effective means of enhancing employees' commitment to and 
performance in the organization. The flattening of traditional hierarchical structures within 
organizations argues that teams are evolving to become the ideal forum for proteges' personal 
learning throughout the mentoring process (Kleinman, Siegel, & Eckstein，2002). Traditional 
one-to-one mentoring is being significantly supplemented by mutual intellectual interaction 
within teams. Therefore, this study postulates that proteges' personal learning in teams may be 
influenced by two levels of three factors, namely, the autonomy support of the team climate 
(team level), the autonomy support of mentors (individual level), and the proteges' own 
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autonomy orientation (individual level). Personal learning has already been defined as the 
acquisition of knowledge, skills, and competencies conducive to individual development in the 
organization (Kram, 1996). Notwithstanding, Lankau and Scandura (2002) reported that 
proteges' personal learning is positively related to some beneficial attitudinal outcomes in the 
organization— e.g. job satisfaction and low turnover intention, its relationships with 
behavioral outcomes like ex-role performance (Organizational Citizenship Behavior, OCB) 
and other important attitudinal outcomes like job involvement, are still a salient research gap 
that will be scrutinized in this research. 
1.2 Research Questions (RQ) 
Although generally grounded in existing theory and research, this study adds 
incremental value to both SDT and mentoring literature. This research aims to provide a new 
perspective on mentoring research by examining the associations of different levels of 
autonomy support and autonomy orientation with proteges' personal learning in the business 
context. More specifically, this research will construct a theoretical model, which represents 
the first attempt to apply SDT into mentoring research and study the integrated multilevel 
effects on proteges' personal learning of the contextual factor (autonomy support of team 
climate), interpersonal factor (mentors' autonomy support), and intrapersonal factor (proteges' 
own autonomy orientation) at the same time. This study contributes to the literature in several 
distinct ways. Firstly, investigating the above motivational predictors for proteges' personal 
learning within teams will lead to a greater understanding of which motivational parties are 
involved in and how they may contribute to proteges，personal learning in the mentoring 
process (RQl), which needs to be more carefully and clearly studied. Secondly, this study 
also goes further to explore whether proteges' personal learning under the team work 
circumstances is able to affect their behaviors toward their coworkers (OCB) and 
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attitudes toward their jobs (job involvement) (RQ2). Thirdly, a theoretical argument and 
empirical test are developed in order to evaluate whether proteges' personal learning is 
exerting a mediating impact on the linkages of the three motivational antecedents to 
OCB and the job involvement of proteges in teams (RQ3). The theoretical integration of 
SDT and proteges' personal learning should usher in some new and interesting directions in 
the studies regarding mentoring and work motivation. The theoretical model of this study is 
shown below in figure 1-1 to illuminate the posited relationships of the key constructs of this 
study. 
Figure 1-1 The theoretical model of this study 
Autonomy Support 
of Team climate 
-Work environment 
Work feeling KjX. Behavioral Outcome of Proteges 
^ ^Ss. -Organizational citizenship 
\ \ behavior (OCB) 
\ Y ^ ^ ^ ^ H8a 
Autonomy Support \ \ Proteges' Personal 
of Mentors H2 \ � _ Learning 
\H5b ^ uou r — ^ 
\ ^ ^ M卯 Attitudinal Outcome of Proteges 
V -Job involvement 
Proteges' Autonomy 
Orientation 
1.3 Structure of the Thesis 
This thesis mainly consists of the following 6 parts: Chapter 1 (introduction) 
introduces the theoretical background of this study, the major research questions, and the 
structure of this thesis. Chapter 2 (literature review) reviews the existing literature on SDT's 
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overall structure and four sub-theories, which are indeed the backbone of this study's 
theoretical model, and then tries to link SDT to organizational research in line with the 
previous SDT studies. Chapter 3 (linking SDT to mentoring research) focuses on how SDT 
can be introduced to mentoring research and addresses the research questions of this study; 
specific hypotheses are subsequently developed to specify three sets of effects and one set of 
comparisons: (a) the direct effects of three motivational parties on proteges' personal learning; 
(b) the comparisons of the predictive power of these three motivational predictors for 
proteges' personal learning; (c) the interaction effects of autonomy support of the team climate 
with autonomy support of mentors or autonomy orientation of proteges on proteges' personal 
learning; (d) the mediating effects of proteges' personal learning on the relationships between 
three motivational predictors and proteges' OCB and job involvement. In chapter 4 (methods), 
the methodology of this study is described, including sample characteristics, data collection 
procedures, measurement of the variables, analytical techniques and procedures for the 
collected data. Chapter 5 (results) displays the results of CFA, aggregation analyses, and 
hypotheses tests in detail. Finally, discussion of the findings, implications, limitations of this 
research, directions for future research, and conclusion are offered in chapter 6 (discussion and 
conclusion). 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Social contexts bring about differences in motivation and personal growth both within-
and between-persons, thereby resulting in people being more self-motivated, energized, and 
integrated in some situations, domains, and cultures than in others. Research on the conditions 
that foster versus undermine positive human potential has both theoretical importance and 
practical significance, because it can contribute not only to formal knowledge of the causes of 
human behavior, but also to the design of social environments that optimize people's 
development, performance, and satisfaction. Research guided by self-determination theory 
(SDT) has had an ongoing concern with precisely these issues (Deci & Ryan，1985a, 1991; 
Ryan, 1995). SDT is a general theory of motivation and personality, which has evolved over 
the past three decades as a set of four sub-theories that share the concept of basic needs and 
organismic-dialectical meta-theory. Emerging from laboratory and field research, each sub-
theory focuses on different issues and is developed to explain a set of motivationally-based 
phenomena as follows. Cognitive evaluation theory addresses the effects of social contexts on 
intrinsic motivation (a typical type of autonomous motivation). Organismic integration theory 
addresses the concept of internalization, especially with respect to the evolvement of extrinsic 
motivation. Causality orientation theory describes individual differences in people's tendencies 
toward self-determined behavior and toward orienting themselves to the environment in ways 
that support their self-determination and autonomy. Basic needs theory elaborates the concept 
of basic needs and its relation to autonomous motivation and psychological health. Together, 
these sub-theories constitute SDT. 
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2.1 Cognitive Evaluation Theory 
Cognitive evaluation theory (CET), a mini-theory within SDT's larger framework, has 
just been forwarded as a set of tenets specifically concerned with social factors that foster 
intrinsic motivation, which is typical of autonomous motivation. 
The basic tenets of cognitive evaluation theory are as follows: First, intrinsically 
motivated activities are by nature autonomous or self-determined, thereby being supported by 
the feeling of autonomy. Any external factor that leads to a person's perception that his or her 
behavior is not autonomous (i.e., has an external perceived locus of causality) will therefore 
tend to undermine intrinsic motivation. Conversely, factors that facilitate a perceived internal 
locus of causality will lead to increased intrinsic motivation (Ryan, 1982). Second, intrinsic 
motivation is also maintained by feelings of competence and challenge. Feedback that 
enhances one's sense of competence is thus expected to increase intrinsic motivation, whereas 
feedback that diminishes one's sense of competence will have the opposite effect. Non-
optimal challenges fail to incite intrinsic motivation to the extent that tasks are either too easy 
or too hard to lead to heightened feelings of competence (Deci & Ryan, 1985b). Third, Ryan 
and Deci (2000) argued that the motivational impact of feedback and rewards relevant to an 
activity will depend on their functional significance (i.e. psychological meaning). Inputs such 
as rewards, praise, or criticism tend to be perceived as either informational (attempts relevant 
to autonomy), as controlling (attempts to control or direct performance or behavior), or as 
amotivating (attempts conveying incompetence and helplessness). SDT suggests that inputs 
perceived by the actor as informational will enhance intrinsic motivation, whereas those 
perceived as controlling or amotivating will diminish it by differentially affecting feelings of 
autonomy. Fourth, the issue of informational, controlling, and amotivating inputs is relevant 
not only to external stimuli but also to internal regulation of external stimuli. Past studies have 
shown that feelings of autonomy will not enhance intrinsic motivation unless accompanied by 
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an inner sense of autonomy or, in attributional terms, by an internally perceived locus of 
causality (Fisher, 1978; Ryan, 1982). Thus, as suggested by cognitive evaluation theory, the 
key to understanding intrinsic motivation is to understand the person's cognitive evaluation of 
the rewards, pressures, and constraints within the environment. Such evaluations will be 
attributed not only to a function of the external environment but also to a function of the 
person himself or herself. 
To summarize, CET suggests that rewards can undermine intrinsic motivation when 
they are perceived by actors as being controlling rather than autonomous, whereas rewards 
can also stimulate intrinsic motivation when they are experienced by actors as rendering 
information, thereby satisfying actors' need for autonomy (Deci & Ryan，2000; Ryan & Deci, 
2000). Accordingly, external stimuli such as rewards and honors, conveyed in an autonomy-
supportive manner, may equip receivers with a sense of autonomy that can improve intrinsic 
motivation. A number of studies have highlighted the important role autonomy support plays 
in galvanizing intrinsic motivation and then positive personal feedback in different social 
settings, such as athletics, education, and health care (e.g. Fabes, Fultz, Eisenberg, May-
Plumlee, & Christopher, 1989; Ryan & Deci，2000; Gagne, 2003). The concept of autonomy 
support (Deci & Ryan, 1985b) means that an individual in a position of authority (e.g., a 
mentor) or a general environment (e.g. team climate) takes the other's (e.g., a protege) 
perspective, recognizes the other's feelings, and furnishes the other with related information 
and opportunities for choice, while minimizing the use of pressures and demands. 
2.2 Organismic Integration Theory 
Drawing on the wisdom of cognitive evaluation theory, early studies in SDT centered 
on intrinsic motivation, but much of what people do is not intrinsically motivated, especially 
after early childhood, when the possibility to be intrinsically motivated is increasingly reduced 
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by social pressures to do activities that are not interesting but are part of responsibilities (Ryan 
& La Guardia, 2000). Can people be positively motivated and have equal outcomes to those 
intrinsically motivated while finishing tasks they do not really like? That is, can extrinsic 
motivation result in positive effects equal to those of intrinsic motivation? To address this 
issue, Deci and Ryan (1985a) have developed a second sub-theory— organismic integration 
theory (OIT), which is concerned mainly with extrinsic motivation. Extrinsically motivated 
behavior is often more controlled (i.e., less autonomous) than intrinsic motivation. However, 
OIT differentiates types of extrinsic motivation in terms of the degree to which they have been 
internalized, suggesting that the more fully they are internalized and integrated with one's self, 
the more they will be the basis for autonomous behavior. Another important contribution of 
OIT to motivation research is that it details the contextual factors that either promote or hinder 
internalization and integration of extrinsically motivated activity. Figure 2-1 illustrates the 
OIT taxonomy of motivation types, arranged from left to right in order of the degree to which 
the motivations are autonomous (Gagne & Deci，2003). 
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Figure 2-1 The self-Determination continuum on types of motivation 
CA m o t i v a t i o n ^ / ^ t r i n s i c ^ ( Intrinsic ^ 
J I Motivation J V Motivation ) 
Regulation^^ l ^ ^ R e g u l a t i o n ^ 
Absence of Contingencies of Self-worth Importance of Coherence Interest and 
intentional reward and contingent on goals and values among goals & enjoyment of the 
regulation punishment performance values task 
Lack of Controlled Moderately Moderately Autonomous Inherently 
Motivation Motivation Controlled Autonomous Motivation Autonomous 
Motivation Motivation Motivation 
At the far left of the self-determination continuum is amotivation, in which the people 
lack intentional regulation. When amotivated, people either do not act at all or act without 
intent —they just go through the motions. Amotivation results from not valuing an activity 
(Ryan, 1995), not feeling competent to perform it (Bandura, 1986)，or not expecting it to yield 
a desired outcome (Seligman, 1975). To the right of amotivation in figure 2-1 are five 
classifications of motivated behavior. Although traditional motivation researchers have treated 
motivation as a unitary concept, in the past thirty years, SDT researchers have theoretically, 
experimentally, and functionally identified these distinct types of motivation. At the far right 
of the continuum is the classic state of intrinsic motivation, in which people are genuinely 
interested in and enjoy the activities they are engaged in. Intrinsic motivation is the prototype 
of autonomous activity; when people are intrinsically motivated, they are by definition self-
determined and autonomous. Extrinsic motivation fills in the continuum between amotivation 
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and intrinsic motivation with the six levels varying in the extent to which their regulation is 
autonomous. 
If the behaviors are not interesting to actors, need to be enforced with extrinsic 
motivation, and depend upon actors' recognition of desirable consequences after fulfilling 
some task(s), they are believed to have an external perceived locus of causality and be 
regarded as externally regulated- that is, initiated and maintained by contingencies external to 
the person (Gagne & Ded，2003). When externally regulated, people are motivated to action 
only when the action is, they believe, beneficial to their intended ends. External regulation is 
the type of extrinsic motivation used to contrast with intrinsic motivation (Gagne & Deci， 
2003). The type of regulation to the right of external regulation is referred to as introjected 
regulation, representing only a partial internalization, under which people pressure and force 
themselves to accomplish tasks. Introjected regulation is essentially self-controlling and often 
triggered by the desire to avoid guilt or shame. When people withhold expression of negative 
emotion because they think they should and would feel ashamed if they did not, the regulation 
is introjected. Both external and introjected forms of regulation are considered relatively 
controlled and thus low in autonomy. A more autonomous, or self-determined, form of 
extrinsic motivation is regulation through identification. Identification is the process through 
which people recognize and accept the underlying value of a behavior (Sheldon, Turban, 
Brown, Barrick, & Judge，2003). By identifying with a behavior's value, people have more 
fully internalized its regulation and have more fully accepted it as their own. The 
internalization with identification would be bigger than with introjection, and the behavior 
would become more a part of people's identity. Integrated regulation is the fullest, most 
complete form of internalization of extrinsic motivation, for it involves not only identification 
with the importance of behaviors, but also integrating those identifications with other aspects 
of the self (Deci & Ryan, 2000). When regulations are integrated, people will fully accept 
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them by bringing them into harmony or coherence with other aspects of their values and 
identity (Pelletier, Tuson, & Haddad, 1997; Ryan, 1995). As it is, what was initially external 
regulation would have been fully transformed into self-regulation, and the result is self-
determined and autonomous motivation. In short, integrated extrinsic motivation and intrinsic 
motivation are the two different types of autonomous motivation; that is, the former is aroused 
by instrumentality, while the latter is owing to interest. They may in fact cause equal 
behavioral and attitudinal consequences. 
To sum up, OIT proposes a self-determination continuum ranging from amotivation to 
intrinsic motivation, the higher the motivation quality, the more autonomous the people 
become. Moreover, OIT argues that people naturally lean toward internalization of external 
stimuli. CET and causality orientation theory further show that people's internalization of 
motivation hinges on both contextual factors, such as a mentor's autonomy support, and 
intrapersonal factors, such as one's autonomy orientation. 
2.3 Causality Orientation Theory 
SDT has further advanced by taking into consideration individuals' differences in 
regulating their behavior and internalizing extrinsic motivation. Causality orientation theory 
(COT), a third subset theory within SDT, maintains that "a person's causality orientation is the 
dispositional propensity to ascribe causality for his or her own behavior to internal factors, 
external factors or neither" (Deci & Ryan，1985b). More specifically, people are thought to 
differ in terms of their understanding of the nature of the causation of their behavior, that is, 
their perceived locus of causality (PLOC) (deCharms, 1968). There are two types of perceived 
locus of causality: an internal PLOC, in which an individual is perceived as the "origin" of his 
or her behavior, and an external PLOC, in which people's behavior is seen as the result of 
external forces. When people are in autonomous motivation, they are believed to have an 
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internal perceived locus of causality. Their behaviors are caused by internal interest and goals. 
Otherwise, people are believed to have an external perceived locus of causality. Their 
behaviors are stimulated by external factors like rewards, punishments, etc. SDT further 
characterizes peoples' differences in responding to the causation of their behaviors in terms of 
three general causal motivational orientations (Deci & Ryan, 1985b; Vallerand, 1997). 
The autonomy orientation emphasizes the extent to which a person is oriented toward 
aspects of the environment that stimulate intrinsic motivation, are optimally challenging, and 
provide informational feedback. A person high in autonomy orientation tends to display 
greater self-initiation, seek activities that are interesting and challenging, and take greater 
responsibility for his or her own behavior. This orientation has been shown to be related to 
variables that express psychological well-being and self-governance, such as high self-esteem, 
self-awareness, high levels of ego-development and personality integration, low levels of self-
derogation, and successful goal attainment (Deci & Ryan，1985b). The controlled orientation, 
in contrast, concerns people's tendency to orient toward being controlled by rewards, deadlines, 
structures, ego-involvements, and the directives of others. Individuals with a controlled 
orientation perceive their behaviors as being influenced by external forces and demands, and 
are thus more rigid in their regulation of extrinsic motivation (Williams & Deci, 1996). They 
tend to comply with factors and events such as threats, deadlines, and internalized expectations 
about how they should act (Soenens, Berzonsky, Vansteenkiste, Beyers, & Goossens, 2005). 
Controlled orientation has been found to correlate positively with the Type-A, coronary-prone 
behavior pattern and public self-consciousness (Deci & Ryan，1985a). Finally, individuals 
with an impersonal orientation perceive their actions as being influenced by factors over 
which they have limited intentional control. A person high in impersonal orientation is likely 
to feel very ineffective and has no sense of being able to affect outcomes or changes; he or she 
tends to develop a pervasive sense of incompetence that makes him or her vulnerable to failure 
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experiences and feelings of depression, social anxiety, shame, self-derogation, low self-esteem, 
fear, and hostility (Deci & Ryan, 1985b). Impersonal orientation has been found to correlate 
positively with social anxiety, depression, and self-derogation (Deci & Ryan，1985a). This 
study focused on the role of autonomy orientation in fostering autonomous motivation because 
impersonal orientation is used to study amotivation and control orientation is explored to 
predict external regulation of extrinsic motivation. These two types of motivation very rarely 
appear in real life. Most people tend to possess autonomous motivation to some degree. 
To summarize, causality orientation makes people vary in terms of how they are 
oriented toward being autonomously self-regulated or being regulated by external factors, or 
being apathetic to regulation, thereby generating motivations of different quality. Moreover, as 
revealed by OIT and COT, the degree to which people are autonomously motivated in an 
organization can be predicted from the supports for autonomy in their work contexts and 
relations, and their own autonomy orientation. 
2.4 Basic Needs Theory 
Central to self-determination theory is the subset of basic psychological needs that are 
assumed to be innate and universal and provide nourishment for people's intrinsic motivation 
and internalization. Basic need theory (BNT) defines needs as "innate psychological 
nutriments that are essential for ongoing psychological growth, integrity and well-being" 
(Deci & Ryan, 2000, P. 252). Basic psychological needs are different from goals, desires, and 
other motivationally relevant forces in human behavior and development; BNT argues that a 
desire or goal (e.g., wanting more money or wanting a job promotion) represents a true need 
only if its level of satisfaction relates directly to people's level of well-being. The theory posits 
three universal psychological needs—the needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness, in 
order to integrate, at a meaningfully dynamic level, a wide variety of phenomena "ranging 
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from the undermining of intrinsic motivation by rewards, to the alienation associated with 
feeling controlled at work, to the benefits of fully integrating the values extant in one's work 
team, to the drawbacks of a materialistic lifestyle, to the development of secure attachments 
within specific relationships, among others" (Ryan, 1995). As underpinned by the key points 
of previous CET on intrinsic motivation, satisfaction of the needs for autonomy, competence, 
and relatedness is necessary for people to be intrinsically motivated. Various experiments and 
questionnaire surveys have well supported this proposition (e.g. Ryan, La Guardia, Solky-
Butzel, Chirkov, & Kim，2005; Baard, Deci, & Ryan, 2004). In light ofOIT regarding 
extrinsic motivation, the effective internalization of extrinsic motivation relies on the 
satisfaction of all of the three needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness. More 
specifically, when people are satisfied with the needs for relatedness and competence in 
completing a task, they will be inclined to internalize the task's value and engage in regulation, 
whereas whether the regulation is introjected, identified, or integrated is in fact contingent on 
the satisfaction of the need for autonomy (Baumeister & Leary，1995). 
A crucial question for BNT is: what characteristics of organizational circumstances 
best support psychological need satisfaction? Sheldon et al. (2003) found that three factors can 
be theorized to be positively associated with need satisfaction: autonomy support, competence 
support, and relationship support. The concept of autonomy support denotes the nourishments 
necessary for autonomous motivation. Since the theory further proposes that supports for 
competence and relatedness are required for either autonomous motivation or controlled 
motivation, supports for competence and relatedness are necessarily inherent in autonomy 
support. In addition, Deci and Ryan (1985a) argued that autonomy is a primary human need. 
As a result, autonomy support would be expected to help people experience satisfaction of 
their needs for competence and relatedness, as was found in the previous studies (e.g. Baard et 
al” 2004; Deci, Ryan, Gagne, Leone, Usunov, & Komazheva, 2001). Most research of SDT 
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has centered on the features of autonomy support and its relationship to the quality of 
motivation. 
To summarize, in accordance with BNT, the need for autonomy must be continuously 
satisfied for people to develop and function in healthy or optimal ways (Deci & Ryan，2000). 
Many of the propositions of SDT derive from the postulate of the need for autonomy, and 
autonomy support has proven essential for making meaningful interpretations of a wide range 
of empirically isolated phenomena (Gagne & Ded，2003). A multitude of evidence from a 
variety of fields like education, athletics, entertainment, and health care has supported that 
autonomy support is not only conducive to promoting intrinsic motivation, but also helps to 
quicken and deepen the internalization of formerly extrinsic motivation toward fully 
autonomous motivation. 
2.5 Summary of SDT's Sub-theories and Overall Structure 
As shown by the above four sub-theories of SDT, SDT distinguishes itself from 
traditional motivation theories by going beyond the dichotomy of intrinsic motivation and 
extrinsic motivation and introducing the concept of amotivation and the autonomous 
motivation continuum. People with amotivation tend to lack any intention to act and respond 
to environmental stimuli; in contrast, people with motivation are inclined to have intentions to 
echo external incentives, although the strength of intention varies among people. What is even 
more significant, SDT posits that extrinsic motivation may vary in the degree to which it is 
controlled versus autonomous. Consequently, the theory divides extrinsic motivation into 
external regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation, and integrated regulation. The 
first three types of extrinsic motivation are regarded as controlled motivation; integrated 
regulation and intrinsic motivation are labeled as autonomous motivation, which may lead 
people to equally positive results. External regulation is the only type of extrinsic motivation 
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used to contrast with intrinsic motivation, where the dichotomy between intrinsic motivation 
and extrinsic motivation is considered. The other three types of extrinsic motivation appear 
when a behavioral regulation and the value attached to it are internalized by people. SDT 
presents a controlled-autonomous continuum to describe the extent to which external 
regulation has been internalized. The more fully internalized the extrinsic motivation is, the 
more autonomous the motivation evolves to be from the initial function of controlling. People 
with controlled motivation tend to act with the intention of obtaining favorable consequences 
(e.g. prize) or avoiding unfavorable ones (e.g. punishment). Controlled motivation is a result 
of coercion and/ or inducement from external contingencies. People with autonomous 
motivation tend to accomplish a task due to internal genuine interest (i.e. intrinsic motivation) 
and/ or because the value and regulation of the task have been integrated within themselves 
(i.e. integrated regulation). 
According to SDT theory, amotivation, controlled motivation, and autonomous 
motivation are all impacted by both contextual and individual factors. As such, people's 
autonomous motivation can be predicted from the environment's autonomy support and from 
their own autonomy orientation. Additionally, self-determination theory proposes that human 
beings have basic psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness, and the 
satisfaction of these three needs is necessary for autonomous motivation, namely, internalized 
extrinsic motivation and intrinsic motivation. Among them, the need for autonomy is the 
most fundamental and important need. If the needs of relatedness and competence are 
satisfied, it is possible that people's autonomy need is not satisfied at the same time. But, if 
the need for autonomy is satisfied, people's needs for relatedness and competence will be 
satisfied at the same time because these two needs are considered as inherent in the need 
for autonomy. Autonomous motivation is fostered by autonomy support. Autonomy 
support is in fact necessary to support the satisfaction of the need for autonomy. Therefore, 
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when people's motivation is fully internalized and becomes autonomous under the 
influence of autonomy support, the need of autonomy and the other two needs are satisfied 
as well. Surely, in daily practice, people can provide competence and relatedness support 
to one another, which can help satisfy their needs for relatedness and competence. 
Nonetheless, competence and relatedness support can only be of help to people's initiation 
of internalizing motivation. The level of internalization of motivation is actually decided 
by autonomy support as autonomy support can help satisfy these three needs together. In 
other words, the satisfaction of the needs for relatedness and competence in completing a task . 
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makes individuals willing to internalize the task's value and regulation, but the degree to 
which the need for autonomy is satisfied decides whether the regulation is introjected, 
identified, or integrated. Thus, autonomy is the crucial human need, which reflects the quality 
of motivation. The overall structure of SDT can be presented as figure 2-2. 
Figure 2-2 SDT's general theoretical structure 
Contextual factor: 
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2.6 Applying SDT in Organizational Research 
Employees' job attitude and performance are frequently described as a joint function 
of ability and motivation; motivation has even been labeled as "one of the most pivotal 
concerns of modem organizational research" (Baron, 1991: 1). While SDT has established its 
prominent position as an up-and-coming motivation theory in such research domains as health, 
education, social psychology, and even religion, organizational scholars have been relatively 
slow to integrate this theory into their research headings. A systematic review of the past 
organizational studies on work motivation shows that expectancy theory (Van Erde & Thierry, 
1996; Vroom, 1964), goal setting theory (Locke & Latham，1999)，self-efficacy theory 
(Bandura, 1997)，and Reinforcement Theory (Rogers & Skinner, 1956) have been dominating 
the theoretical framework of work motivation under organizational circumstances. In spite of 
the relatively less attention paid to SDT than the above motivation theories in organizational 
literature, in the past two decades, more and more research has started applying the theory to 
investigate both dispositional and situational factors that impact employees' job attitude and 
performance. 
A pioneering study was conducted by Deci, Connell, & Ryan (1989)，who conducted 
the first research in testing the relationship between manager's autonomy support and 
subordinates' job satisfaction and its effects. Interestingly, they found that the strength of the 
relationship varied, seemingly as a function of factors in the corporate climate. Later, Gagne 
(2003) found that the autonomy support from the work climate could predict prosocial 
behavior and lower volunteer turnover; besides, employees' autonomy orientation was even 
more strongly related to their prosocial behavior than to their environmental autonomy support. 
There have been other empirical studies that supported the idea that external autonomy support 
and personal autonomy orientation would result in better satisfaction of the needs for 
autonomy, competence, and relatedness, which could in turn enhance employees' job 
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satisfaction, performance, and psychological adjustment (e.g. Guay, Senecal, Gauthier, & 
Fernet, 2003; Gagne, Koestner, & Zuckerman, 2000). The Guay et al study (2003) confirmed 
that the autonomy support from peers and parents predicted employees' career indecision (an 
inability to make a decision about the vocation one wishes to pursue) through their perceived 
self-efficacy and autonomy. In the Gagne et al study (2000)，autonomy support was specified 
as three means: rendering a rationale for doing a task, giving some choice about how to do the 
task, and recognizing individuals' feelings about the task. The authors examined the effects of 
these three factors on acceptance of change in a work organization with both cross-sectional 
and longitudinal tests. The results demonstrated that the three factors help employees accept 
their organizational change, with substantial effect size. 
In a thirteen-month longitudinal study, Gagne and Koestner (2002) showed that 
although workers' early organizational commitment failed to predict their ensuing autonomous 
motivation, their autonomous motivation at the beginning of this research was in fact 
significantly associated with their organizational commitment in the end. In addition, people 
with autonomous motivation were found to exert greater job effort and show more goal 
attainment (Sheldon & Elliot, 1998). Earlier, Breaugh (1995) revealed that if people were 
autonomously motivated in the workplace, more job satisfaction and better job performance 
could be expected from them. SDT was also believed to be able to shed new light on 
leadership research: for instance, in accordance with SDT, transformational leadership may be 
regarded as a contextual factor that facilitates followers' development of internalized work 
motivation and subsequent gain of better job-related outcomes (Sheldon et al., 2003). Recently, 
Bono and Judge (2003) have found that transformational leaders helped their followers adopt 
autonomous goals rather than controlled goals in organizations. The organizational 
commitment and job satisfaction of transformational leaders' followers were higher in that 
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transformational leaders could help satisfy followers' basic psychological needs and stimulate 
their positive engagement in the organization. 
Taken together, the applications of SDT in organizational research have supported that 
external autonomy support and individual autonomy orientation exert positive effects on 
employees' internalization of extrinsic motivation (increasingly autonomous) and 
enhancement of intrinsic motivation, which subsequently promote positive attitudinal 
outcomes such as job satisfaction and psychological well being, and better behavioral 
outcomes such as enhanced performance evaluation and lower turnover rate. 
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CHAPTER 3: LINKING SDT TO MENTORING RESEARCH 
In the field of mentoring research, there has not yet appeared any work that is directly 
connected with SDT, but motivation theories have long been used to understand mentoring 
functions and proteges' outcomes. The well-established linkages between motivation and job 
performance (Sackett, Gruy, & Ellingson, 1988; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998) and between 
motivation and objective career success (Tharenou, 1997) support the need for mentoring 
researchers to carefully study the role of motivation on the mentoring arena. 
3.1 Previous Studies Regarding Motivation and Mentoring 
Mentoring is more than an ordinary supervisor-subordinate relationship but may be 
effectively supplemental to the dyadic relationship between the supervisor and the subordinate. 
In some organizations, supervisors are also the mentors of proteges in practice; supervisors are 
encouraged or even required to offer mentoring to proteges. However, in other organizations, 
supervisors are only responsible for giving orders and requirements, rather than guidance and 
training to proteges. So, in such organizations, mentors should be a good addition to the 
supervisors' role. Most of the past mentoring studies on motivation in the mentoring process 
have tried to answer two primary research questions: which factors motivate employees to be 
proteges and mentors and which factors impel proteges to receive and mentors to give 
mentoring functions? Mentoring functions refer to those activities and relationships that are 
conducive to proteges' development in the organization. Kram (1985b) has already identified 
two main categories of mentoring functions provided by mentors: career support and 
psychosocial support. Career support includes such activities as coaching, exposure, protection 
and sponsorship, whereby proteges may make progress in their careers. Psychosocial support 
is normally based upon counseling, affirmation, and friendship from mentors, which may help 
proteges to generate a sense of identity, competence, and effectiveness. 
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Disappointingly, in addressing the above research questions, researchers have not 
sufficiently tapped motivation theories to clearly expose the motivation process. Rather, 
proteges' intrapersonal characteristics were in the spotlight. Some studies have found 
meaningful links between proteges' personality traits and the mentoring functions received. 
Higher extraversion, greater self-esteem, less negative affectivity, and Type A personality on 
the part of the proteges' have all been associated with the proteges' receiving more mentoring 
functions (Aryee, Lo, & Kang，1999; Turban & Dougherty，1994). The evidence on whether or 
not the locus of control and self-monitoring are related to mentoring functions, however, has 
diverged across studies (Aryee et al.’ 1999; Turban & Dougherty, 1994). Importantly, proteges 
higher in learning goal orientation received more career, psychosocial, and role modeling 
functions (Godshalk & Sosik，2003). This was one of the few studies employing the 
motivation theory, namely goal setting theory (Locke & Latham，1999)，in mentoring research. 
From the perspective of mentors, proteges who are competent, motivated, display a strong 
learning orientation, and have certain personality traits (e.g., people-oriented, honest, 
confident, dependable, patient, and flexible) are more desirable (Allen, Poteet, & Burroughs, 
1997). Mentors (particularly female mentors) were more likely to base their selection of 
proteges on perceived ability and motivation than on perceived need for help (Allen, Poteet, & 
Russell, 2000). While there have been few studies conducted on the topic with motivation 
theories, ability and motivation stand out as desirable protege characteristics. In studying 
mentors' motivation to display mentoring functions, researchers have examined mentors' 
personality, demographics, and job/career history variables. Preliminary data suggest 
motivation to mentor be positively related to some personality traits, including positive 
affectivity, (internal) locus of control, upward striving, and altruism (Allen et al., 1997; Allen 
& Meyer，1996). Taken together, these studies suggest that motivation to mentor be affected 
by a variety of individual difference variables as well. 
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In a word, mentoring research to date has mostly focused on the intrapersonal and 
interpersonal characteristics of mentors and proteges in the organization and has not 
sufficiently delineated the impact of higher levels within the organization, such as teams or 
work units, which may influence the mentoring process. Moreover, the majority of mentoring 
studies are becoming increasingly bifurcated. Initially, mentoring research tended to focus on 
the proteges' outcomes (e.g., Scandura, 1992). Accordingly, Kram (1996) warned that as an 
interpersonal relationship, mentoring is a mutually effective complex process between mentors 
and proteges. Then, researchers shifted abruptly toward the focus on the mentors' roles and 
outcomes in mentoring (e.g., Allen & Eby，2003). Both perspectives have increased our 
understanding of the benefits of mentoring, however, they have all failed to unfold the whole 
dynamic picture of the mentoring process, i.e. the reciprocal exchange between mentors and 
proteges. The developmental mentoring experience involves responsibility and efforts on the 
part of both parties (Ragins, 1997)，thereby necessitating the integrated view on mentoring 
research topics. 
Notably, previous research exploring motivational topics on mentoring seldom 
examined how and which cross-level factors are motivating proteges to leam but heavily relied 
on the personal characteristics of mentors and proteges, and thus the research may have 
overlooked motivational phenomena that arise after mentoring begins. Therefore, researchers 
have recently been called to explore more about the underlying mechanisms through which 
mentoring functions affect proteges' outcomes (Wanberg, Welsh, & Hezlett，2003). To date, 
very few studies have looked at this issue. One of the latest breakthroughs was simply a study 
from the perspective of work motivation: Day and Allen (2002) examined whether career 
motivation and self-efficacy mediated the relationship between mentoring functions and 
proteges' outcomes. Notwithstanding they found that proteges' internal career motivation fully 
mediated and proteges' self-efficacy partially mediated the relationship between mentoring 
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functions and proteges' outcomes, the external motivation factors (e.g. the influence from 
mentors and work environment) and the united effect of the environment, mentors and 
proteges were not examined altogether as in previous studies. 
3.2 Development of Hypotheses 
For some theories (e.g. task-specific motivation and goal-setting), the primary 
manifestation of work motivation is behavioral (e.g., enhanced performance when ability is 
held constant), whereas for SDT, work motivation is expected to manifest itself in both 
attitudinal (e.g., satisfaction) and behavioral (e.g., performance) measures (Ryan & Deci, 
2000). Management and organizational research has long been recommended to build and test 
the theoretical associations across different levels of organizations so as to gain a better 
understanding of the holistic and interrelated nature of complex organizational phenomena 
(Hoffman, 1997). This study is such an attempt in basing itself upon SDT and to investigate 
which and how motivational factors at different levels of organizations can associate 
mentoring functions to proteges outcomes: attitudinal and behavioral. 
3.2.1 Autonomy Support, Autonomy Orientation, and Proteges' Personal Learning 
(Hypotheses 1，2，and 3) 
A critical step in exploring the underlying motivational mechanisms that bridge 
mentoring functions and proteges' outcomes is to more precisely specify what mentoring 
functions and proteges' outcomes are. As illustrated above, mentors have been found to 
provide two major functions in mentoring proteges: vocational support and psychosocial 
support (Kram, 1985a; Noe, 1988). Vocational support is transferred through sponsorship, 
coaching, and exposure to challenging assignments. Psychosocial support is provided through 
friendship, confirmation, and counseling. With regard to proteges' outcomes, the most 
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proximal is their personal learning in the work place, but personal learning has been found to 
trigger more distal outcomes like higher job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and 
lower turnover intention, etc (Kleinman et al.，2002; Lankau & Scandura, 2002). Kram (1996) 
defined personal learning as the acquisition of knowledge, skills, and competencies 
contributing to individual development in the organization, while mentoring functions have 
been proved to be instrumental to the information acquisition by organizational members (e.g. 
Chao et al., 1992). Lankau and Scandura (2002) further theorized that personal learning can 
be divided into two dimensions: relational job learning (understanding about the 
interdependence or connectedness of one's job to others) and personal skill development 
(acquisition of new skills and abilities that help people to develop better working 
relationships). 
Past mentoring literature has already highlighted the pivotal role of personal learning 
in mentoring relationships. Receiving mentoring functions from mentors is helpful to 
proteges' learning, while having negative experiences in proteges' communication with 
mentors is associated with proteges' lowered learning quality (Eby & Allen, 2002). In addition, 
learning may engender additional favorable outcomes for proteges (Kleinman et al., 2002); the 
termination of the mentoring relationship may be ultimately the result of the lack of learning 
(Beech & Brockbank，1999). More evidence may be found in a recent descriptive case study 
(Hezlett, 2005), which suggests that mentoring may be useful in promoting a variety of 
learning, including cognitive learning of organizational knowledge, skill-based learning of 
managing relationships with co-workers, and affective learning of being confident and positive 
in completing job assignments. 
Therefore, looking across these qualitative and quantitative studies, mentoring in fact 
engenders a mutual interaction and learning process among mentors and proteges; it is 
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apparent that proteges leam from mentors about how they should accomplish their job 
responsibilities and achieve good connections with their supervisors and fellow workers. 
Moreover, mentors and proteges have seemed to regard learning as an important goal and 
result of their relationships (Wanberg et al.，2003). In other words, mentoring is becoming the 
site of proteges' growth, learning and development rather than the instrument used by 
organizations to increase efficiency and productivity. According to the connotations of 
mentoring functions as vocational support and psychosocial support and proteges' outcomes as 
personal learning, researchers have even labeled the relationship between mentors and 
proteges as one of teaching and learning (Allen & Eby, 2003; Hale, 2000), whereas relatively 
little research has set out to study mentoring in the respect of teaching and learning and 
investigate the roles of motivation in proteges' learning. Addressing this lack in the mentoring 
literature would be beneficial to more thoroughly exposing the mechanisms building up the 
whole mentoring process and resulting in proteges' progresses in the work environment. 
SDT has long been widely used in education to investigate the effects of personal and 
environmental factors on students' learning quality and learning consequences throughout the 
whole learning process (e.g. Black & Deci, 2000; Williams & Deci, 1996; Ryan & Connell, 
1989; Grolnick & Ryan, 1989). Within SDT, learning is an active process that functions 
optimally when students' motivation is autonomous (vs. controlled) for engaging in learning 
activities and assimilating new information (Ryan & Deci，2000). When there is a lack of 
autonomy, controlled motivation is still able to predict a certain effort, but it is also related to 
feeling more anxiety and coping more poorly with failures, thereby diminishing students' 
involvement in learning. In contrast, autonomous motivation is associated with more interest 
and enjoyment of learning and with more positive learning attitudes and behaviors, as well as 
with devoting more effort and time (Williams & Deci, 1996). 
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As stated earlier, CET and COT in SDT have well established the rationale regarding 
the importance of autonomy support and autonomy orientation in promoting autonomous 
learning motivation and learning results. Specifically, learners who receive better autonomy 
support from others or from the environment are theorized to be more likely to internalize 
learning tasks and to develop autonomous learning motivation. Similarly, learners high in 
autonomy orientation are more likely to have internalized learning motivation when doing 
learning activities. As a result of the internalized learning motivation (autonomous learning 
motivation), learners would feel an internal perceived locus of causality for their own learning 
behavior and therefore their needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness would be 
satisfied through doing the learning tasks and pursuing the learning goals. The satisfaction of 
needs will help learners get access to full cognitive and motivational resources, thus leading to 
varied positive outcomes (Sheldon et al., 2003). In contrast, the more learners are externally 
regulated (controlled), the less they have autonomy and show interest, value, and effort toward 
the learning process and its outcomes, and the more they tend to negate their responsibility in 
learning and blame others, such as mentors, for negative learning performance. 
The above rationale has already been empirically confirmed by a substantial body of 
research in the domains of education, sports, religion and so on. Autonomy support on the part 
of teachers has been shown to lead to greater autonomous learning engagement on the part of 
students (e.g., Grolnick & Ryan，1989; Williams & Deci，1996) and to substantial advantages 
in terms of students' experience and adjustment (Ryan & Stiller，1991). Autonomy support of 
teachers has also been related to learning effectiveness and course performance in experiments 
with elementary and college students (e.g., Benware & Deci, 1984; Grolnick & Ryan, 1987). It 
is worth noting that autonomy support is able to result in positive effects in regular education 
(Ryan & Grolnick, 1986) as well as in special-education settings (Deci, Hodges, Pierson, & 
Tomassone, 1992). Furthermore, considerable research has examined the impact of social 
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contexts on people' learning (deCharms, 1976; Grolnick & Ryan, 1987). For example, 
controlling class atmosphere~pressuring people through the use of rewards and punishments 
or through exclusive obedience to teachers' instructions一has been proven to diminish 
students' learning initiative (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan，1999). Students' conceptual learning, 
which requires deep processing of information, was found to be of lower quality under 
controlling circumstances (Benware & Deci，1984; Grolnick & Ryan，1987). In contrast, 
autonomy supportive environment— reducing the appeal of incentives and threats and 
respecting learners' own decisions—could facilitate autonomous learning and in turn generate 
good test performance (Black & Deci，2000; Ryan & Connell, 1989). Individual differences in 
people's general orientation toward autonomy could be positively predictive of learning quality 
in domain-specific behaviors as well. For instance, in two studies testing self-determination 
theory with second-year medical students at an interviewing course (Williams & Deci, 1996), 
individuals with a greater autonomy orientation had more positive psychosocial beliefs at the 
beginning of the course, reported more autonomous reasons for attending the course, and then 
were perceived by interviewers as having higher competence at interviewing. Students' 
autonomy orientation has also been established as an important factor, fostering autonomous 
motivation in their domain-specific organic-chemistry learning and subsequently positive 
experiences in the course (Black & Deci, 2000). Other studies in education further extended 
these findings by showing that more autonomous motivation was associated with more 
engagement (Connell & Wellborn, 1991)，better performance (Miserandino, 1996), lower 
dropout rates (Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992)，more positive feedback of learning (Grolnick 
& Ryan, 1987)，and better teacher ratings (Hayamizu, 1997). In the realm of health care, 
greater autonomy support and orientation was found to predict greater adherence to medication 
regimes among people with chronic illnesses (Williams, Rodin, Ryan, Grolnick, & Deci, 
1989), better long-term maintenance of weight loss among morbidly obese patients (Williams 
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et al., 1996), and improved glucose control among diabetics. In general, the related evidence 
from other areas listed above hints that autonomy support and autonomy orientation are likely 
to contribute to positive personal learning of proteges. 
In particular, under the circumstances of organizations, where the mentoring process 
usually takes place, SDT researchers have found that the external environmental factor, e.g. 
the work climate providing autonomy support, would strengthen employees' intrinsic 
motivation and stimulate full internalization of extrinsic motivation, thereby leading to 
positive outcomes. For example, two studies were conducted by Gagne (2003) to examine 
individual and environmental forces that affect volunteers' engagement in prosocial behavior: 
she found that the autonomy support from both parents and the work climate was positively 
associated with volunteered hours —as an indicator of prosocial engagement —of volunteers. 
Moreover, teams are commonly defined as structured sets of people that pursue collective 
performance objectives within larger organizational systems and that require coordinated 
interactions to successfully accomplish relevant tasks (Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Corderly, 2003). 
As the business world becomes increasingly turbulent and competitive, more and more firms 
are using teams to restructure the organizational framework and to improve operational 
efficiency (French & Bell，1999). Recently, teams have been suggested as the primary means 
through which work is done in the organizations (Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Drasgow，2000)， 
and the learning forum over which important organizational knowledge and desirable 
attributes are transmitted (Kleinman et al., 2002). Despite the popular use of workplace teams 
and the salience of knowledge exchange as an important characteristic in teams, mentoring 
research conducted in workplace settings has rarely explored the influence of teams as a 
predictor of proteges' learning outcomes. The emergence of work teams out of traditional 
hierarchical structures within organizations argues that the traditional mentoring relations 
should be examined while considering the contextual role, the impact of work teams. 
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Altogether, this study tries to combine the autonomy support from the mentors and the team 
climate with the autonomy orientation of the proteges to study which and how intrapersonal, 
interpersonal, and contextual factors at two levels are motivating proteges to leam in the 
organization. Therefore, 
Hypothesis 1: The Autonomy support of the team climate is positively associated with 
proteges' personal learning in mentoring process. 
Hypothesis 2: The autonomy support of mentors is positively associated with proteges' 
personal learning in mentoring process. 
Hypothesis 3: The autonomy orientation of proteges is positively associated with 
proteges' personal learning in mentoring process. 
3.2.2 Comparing the Effects of Autonomy Support and Autonomy Orientation on 
Proteges' Personal Learning (Hypothesis 4) 
In the previous sections, the direct effects of proteges' autonomy orientation, mentors' 
autonomy support, and team climate's autonomy support on proteges' personal learning are 
highlighted. In this section, the different predictive powers of the above three factors will be 
discussed according to their steadiness, proximity, and directness. Together with controlled 
orientation and impersonal orientation, autonomy orientation is understood as a relatively 
enduring aspect of personality (Grolnick & Ryan, 1987). Accordingly, autonomy orientation 
appears to be more stable and difficult to be altered by other external force in comparison to 
autonomy support, which may vary with time and other external conditions. For instance, 
mentors may withdraw their support for proteges when they are not satisfied with 
organizational policies or perceive the threats from proteges to their current positions in teams. 
Likewise, on account of their increased complexity and diversity, teams cannot maintain a 
long-standing work climate, thereby effecting autonomy support even more changeable than 
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mentors do. With the turnover of team members and leaders, the team climate may even be 
transformed from autonomy-supportive to control-oriented. As a result, the worth and amount 
of autonomy support proteges can receive from mentors and the team climate would be quite 
different when external environmental experience changes, although proteges' own autonomy 
orientation appears to be relatively persistent. 
According to SDT, individuals' levels of autonomy orientation are the most proximal 
motivational resources for people to experience optimal functioning in diverse life domains 
(Deci & Ryan，2000). The two types of autonomy support from mentors and the team climate 
are thought to provide an environment, which can complement people's internal motivational 
resources (Grolnick & Ryan，1989). In other words, autonomy support may be considered as a 
distal supplementary factor that reinforces the influence of proteges' autonomy orientation on 
outcomes in specific life domains. 
Cognitive evaluation theory of SDT suggests that people's autonomy orientation would, 
in fact, decide the extent to which people orient themselves toward external autonomy support. 
As contextual factors, autonomy-supportive mentors and team climate would have to hinge on 
the proteges' own responses to affect proteges' personal learning. So even if mentors and the 
team climate give a great deal of autonomy support, proteges can still demonstrate low 
personal learning if their own autonomy orientation is not strong enough. For instance, a good 
teacher can never make a student who is not interested in learning get a good score on an exam. 
That is, the external autonomy support may be accepted by some while being rejected by 
others, due to different discrepancies in perceiving external factors. Thus, interpersonal 
interaction and/ or the external environment may not significantly enhance proteges' learning 
provided that these external factors fail to be internally perceived as autonomy-supportive at 
first. In comparison to the team climate, mentors would be more powerful in helping proteges 
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become autonomously engaged in learning due to their more direct relations to and more 
frequent interactions with proteges. Therefore, among these three autonomous motivation-
triggering factors, proteges' autonomy orientation seems to have the greatest effect on their 
personal learning, mentors' autonomy support exerts less impact, and the team climate's 
autonomy support holds the third place. 
Hypothesis 4: The impact of proteges' autonomy orientation on proteges' personal 
learning is the strongest, mentors' autonomy support is the second strongest, and the team 
climate's autonomy support is the weakest. 
3.2.3 Moderating Effects of the Autonomy Support of the Team climate (Hypotheses 5a 
and 5b) 
Teams differ from each other in the support given to team members depending on the 
autonomy support of their team climate. Team climate has been identified as a significant 
external influence on individual need satisfaction and turnover rate in the organization (Gagne, 
2003). Lately, Reinboth and Duda (2006) reported that athletes' perceptions of the team 
motivational climate were significantly associated with their needs for satisfaction and 
psychological and physical well-being over the course of a competitive sport season. Taken 
together, studies about team motivation topics have already confirmed the rationale that an 
autonomy supportive team climate promotes individuals' positive results. Autonomy support 
of the team climate may also, however, be considered as a higher-level variable that moderates 
the lower relationships of the autonomy support of mentors and the autonomy orientation of 
proteges to proteges' personal learning. 
As far as mentors who promote autonomy support are concerned, the moderating effect 
of the team climate may be understood to the extent that it may be assumed that proteges will 
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react differently to the mentors' impact, relying on their teams' autonomy support. Proteges 
may be more likely to interpret the mentoring as autonomy supportive and thus leam more 
effectively while they work in a team with a climate promoting autonomy. Yet, suppose the 
team climate is not facilitating autonomy, in which case proteges would not be sensitive to 
mentoring conveyed in an autonomy supportive manner; instead they may choose to passively 
respond to mentors on account of the general anti-autonomy climate. Thus, it is likely that the 
more autonomy the team climate spreads, the more readily proteges within the teams will echo 
and accept the autonomy support from mentors. 
Concerning the association between proteges' autonomy orientation and personal 
learning, team climate may also be effective in augmenting the association as such. An 
autonomy-oriented person is prone to locating causality internally and seeking out conditions 
that support his or her freedom in making choices based on internal information and needs 
(Sheldon et al, 2003). Some of the above conditions will be met when team members have a 
high level of autonomy. Under the circumstances of autonomy, proteges seem to be more apt 
to be oriented to autonomy, develop a positive attitude toward learning, and then are better 
able to leam and retain knowledge. It can be expected that learning in an autonomy-supportive 
team climate, proteges may be more inclined to tap their own autonomy orientation, 
internalize extrinsically triggered learning motivation, and then get positive learning 
consequences. Therefore, 
Hypothesis 5a: The association between mentors' autonomy support and proteges' 
personal learning is positively moderated by the autonomy support of the team climate. 
Hypothesis 5b: The association between proteges' autonomy orientation and personal 
learning is positively moderated by the autonomy support of the team climate. 
34 
3.2.4 Proteges' Personal Learning and Organizational Citizenship Behavior (Hypothesis 6) 
Lately, a quantitative study conducted in the United States has already suggested that 
learning may not only be an outcome of mentoring relationships, but may also serve as a 
catalyst for other benefits that have been linked with mentoring. In a study of employees of a 
nonprofit hospital, Lankau and Scandura (2002) noted that learning fully mediated the 
relationship between certain mentoring functions and job outcomes. For example, the positive 
relationship between career mentoring and job satisfaction, as well as the negative relationship 
between career mentoring and role ambiguity, were fully mediated by personal learning. Only 
by acquiring enough information of a firm and its members can employees become adaptive to 
the organization and gain career development in the future. Personal learning may work as a 
medium through which proteges acquire new skills and abilities that can award them with 
positive returns. As the most proximal outcome of the mentoring process, not only can 
personal learning change proteges' perceptions of their organizations and jobs, but also help 
them attune their behaviors to work environment. Research has touched such attitudinal 
outcomes of personal learning in mentoring relationships as job satisfaction, role ambiguity， 
and turnover intention (Lankau & Scandura, 2002; Kleinman et al., 2002). 
Surprisingly little attention has been paid to the predictive power of personal learning 
for an important behavioral outcome——organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), which is 
defined as "individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by 
the formal reward system, and that in aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the 
organization" (Organ, 1988，p. 4). As early as a decade ago, OCB had already become one of 
the most studied dependent variables in the field of organizational behavior (Van Dyne, 
Graham, & Dienesch，1994). At the organizational level, gathering the longitudinal data from 
the units of a regional restaurant chain, Koys (2001) reported that OCB significantly 
influenced organizational profitability by enhancing co-worker and managerial productivity. 
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At the team level, Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1997) found that OCB may contribute to work 
group quality and quantity "by lubricating the social machinery of the organization, reducing 
friction, and/or increasing efficiency". At the individual level, OCB may predict subordinates' 
actual turnover, as it is "discretionary" in nature (Chen, Hui, & Sego, 1998). As evidenced by 
the above examples, empirical examination of the link between personal learning and OCB 
can contribute to the literature regarding OCB's vigorous relationship with organizations and 
individuals. 
OCB seems to be contained by personal rationality, when it appears not to be 
instrumental to a person's growth in the organization (Simon, 1990; Hui, Lee, & Rousseau, 
2004). As an important outcome of mentoring, personal learning can furnish proteges with 
general job knowledge (e.g., core technical proficiency)，organization specific knowledge (e.g., 
policies and politics), and interpersonal knowledge (e.g., development of sound relations with 
others). As a matter of fact, personal learning creates a medium through which proteges extend 
their lenses on OCB from the instant returns to proteges' long-range growth, thereby 
diminishing proteges' immediate rationality in the process of recognizing and engaging in 
OCB. They become aware that exhibition of OCB may not only be beneficial to others and the 
organization but may also satiate their own interests and gradually develop the OCB into a sort 
of daily personal hobby. 
From the theoretical framework of personal learning, in the learning process proteges 
may master two types of knowledge that can help them to transcend personal rationality to 
serve more on OCB: relational job learning and personal skill development (Lankau & 
Scandura, 2002). Relational job learning makes a protege understand how closely his job is 
associated with others' and how important it is to cooperate with peers in the teams. Therefore, 
relational job learning leads proteges to invest extra effort in the organization by making 
36 
innovative suggestions to improve the organization, and/or volunteering for roles and tasks 
that are not obligatory but beneficial to the OCB actors in the long run. Personal skill 
development emphasizes the acquisition of knowledge, creating a better relational network in 
the organization; the second type of personal learning can still engage proteges more in OCB 
because helping behavior is frequently a result of effective mutual communication and 
excellent personal connections (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach，2000). So as to 
build up and benefit from the sound relations with coworkers, proteges may feel it is necessary 
to perform OCB in the teams. Furthermore, it can be expected that the more knowledge 
proteges gain about how to handle job demands and maintain good relations with others in the 
organization, the more effectively and efficiently proteges can help others, as noticed by 
supervisors and coworkers. Therefore, 
Hypothesis 6: Proteges 'personal learning is positively associated with their OCB 
perceived by team leaders. 
3.2.5 Proteges' Personal Learning and Job Involvement (Hypothesis 7) 
Job involvement refers to the degree to which individuals psychologically identify with 
their present job (Kanungo, 1982). As early as 40 years ago, Lodahl and Kejner (1965) 
identified job involvement as an important trait to organizations and individuals. Job 
involvement has been viewed as a primary determinant of organizational effectiveness (Pfeffer, 
1994) and individual performance (Hackman & Lawler, 1971). Highly involved employees are 
consistently attached to their jobs, which in fact evolve to be an inseparable part of their 
identities, interests, and life goals. They trust in the compatibility of personal and 
organizational goals, and feel competent and adaptive to dynamic work environments (Holton 
& Russell, 1997). Moreover, researchers reported that job-involved people appeared to be 
satisfied with their jobs, showed positive moods at work, and were highly committed to their 
37 
employing organizations (Cohen, 1995). The turnover rate of employees involved in their jobs 
turned out to be lower than their non-involved coworkers (Martin & Hafer，1995). Job-
involved individuals, in addition, tended to maintain a good record of attendance and 
punctuality at work (Blau, 1994), and tended to develop positive affects on and a sense of 
optimism about their organizations (Harris & Mossholder, 1996). 
The degree of each person's job involvement is related to both personal and situational 
characteristics, such as age, religion, and various job specific factors (Kanungo, 1982). Some 
persons may possess a constellation of needs that predispose them to become involved in their 
jobs. Additionally, work conditions that facilitate individuals' needs for satisfaction will lead 
to job involvement; that is, favorable job characteristics can be conducive to the enhancement 
of employees' job involvement as well. While proteges become more and more 
knowledgeable about their work situation, their needs can be better satisfied and in turn 
positive attitudes toward their jobs will be fostered (Riipinen, 1997), in that the various 
organizational resources and information can be better spotted and made use of by proteges to 
satisfy proteges' needs, thanks to their increased familiarity with organizational circumstances. 
As such, even if individuals are not inherently inclined to job involvement, they may still 
become involved in their jobs after they perceive the congruence between their personal needs 
and the external characteristics of the job through personal learning. Leaning may shape 
employees' positive attitudes and behaviors toward their jobs in the organization (Lankau & 
Scandura, 2002). More specifically, proteges' personal learning may contribute to their job 
involvement via proteges' increased understanding of how their job requirements, job 
conditions, work environment, and relations with coworkers can fit into their personal needs or 
can be changed to be in congruence with these needs. Further, proteges who are becoming 
increasingly aware of their job characteristics and the network of relations in which their jobs 
are embedded may become more closely identified with their jobs and develop a longer and 
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steadier attachment to their positions (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1995). Especially with regard 
to new employees, job involvement may result from the socialization process that instills 
individuals with the meaning of the job and its relations to others (Brown, 1996). The 
socialization process may also be deemed as the proteges' learning process through which 
proteges acquire necessary work-related knowledge under the various work environments 
(Chao，0’ Leary-Kelly, Wolf, Klein, & Gardner, 1994.) Therefore, 
Hypothesis 7: Proteges' personal learning is positively associated with their job 
involvement. 
3.2.6 Proteges' Personal Learning as a Mediating Variable (Hypotheses 8a and 8b) 
The previous discussion of SDT and its related studies in the organizational setting has 
well established the hypothesized relations that proteges' personal learning can be predicted 
from external autonomy supportive factors and individuals' internal differences in regulating 
their behavior and internalizing extrinsic motivation. That is，autonomy support and autonomy 
orientation are able to impact one's behavioral and attitudinal responses to their coworkers and 
jobs under the organizational context. The prior SDT literature has already developed solid 
theoretical argument and conducted substantial empirical tests on the positive effects of 
autonomy support and autonomy orientation on one's favorable job experience. As stated 
earlier, the theoretical rationale behind the supported relations is that one's own autonomy 
orientation and autonomy support from external factors can affect the degree to which an 
individual feels autonomous, competent, and related, and the satisfaction of one's core 
psychological needs is a requirement to the autonomous motivation, especially long-term 
motivation of activities that are voluntary and not directly recognized by formal rules (Deci & 
Ryan, 1991) and of attitudes toward his or her tasks and environment (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). 
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Autonomous motivation is the highest level of motivation, which may generate optimistic 
personal consequences. That is, autonomy support and autonomy orientation can affect the 
degree to which a protege comes to value and identify with an initially uninteresting goal or 
activity. 
Based upon this rationale, Deci et al. (1989) noted that managerial autonomy support 
given to subordinates appeared to be optimistically associated with their attitudinal outcomes, 
such as job satisfaction and trust in corporate management. Managerial autonomy support has 
also been found to positively predict employees' autonomous motivation and in turn their 
behavioral outcomes and the quality of job performance (Blais & Bribe, 1992). A recent 
empirical study conducted by Baard et al. (2004) in two different work settings has shown that 
autonomy orientation and autonomy support of organizational folks were both positively 
related to employees' attitudinal and behavioral outcomes: well-being and job performance. 
As for job involvement, Carmeli (2005) argued and confirmed that both environmental and 
personal factors were able to predict job involvement on the condition that they were 
congenial to personal need satisfaction. Obviously, SDT has long argued that both autonomy 
support as a contextual factor and autonomy orientation mirroring individual difference can 
help satisfy individual needs under the organizational circumstances. This study goes on 
further to propose that the autonomy support of mentors and the team climate can work as the 
environmental aspects to promote proteges' involvement in jobs and that the autonomy 
orientation of proteges may index the individual propensity for satisfying personal needs and 
then getting involved in job tasks. 
Job involvement tends to change when the elements of the job environment change. 
Such environmental factors as autonomy, feedback, and supervisory behaviors were predictive 
of job involvement (Brown, 1996), which reflects the characteristics of contextual autonomy 
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support as well. Employees, whose internal traits are more oriented to work motivation, should 
be predisposed to become more devoted to their jobs (Brown, 1996); notably, autonomy 
orientation delineates the degree to which people orient themselves toward autonomous 
motivation. In addition, Rabinowitz and Hall (1977) have suggested that the following 
situational and personal characteristics are salient in predicting job involvement: a stimulating 
job (one with high autonomy, variety, task identity, and feedback: situational), chances of 
participating in decision making (environmental), and high levels of job satisfaction (personal). 
According to SDT (Deci & Ryan, 2002)，these are aspects that could be provided or fostered 
by the external autonomy support and the employee's internal autonomy orientation. Likewise, 
Breaugh (1985) confirmed that an individual feeling autonomous at his or her workplace 
might then be expected to become more involved in the job and to achieve better quality 
performance. 
In a similar vein, autonomous motivation has been found to trigger people's long-term 
behaviors that are discretionary and not directly formulated by an organizational reward and 
punishment system (Deci & Ryan, 2002). People display OCB mainly because of altruism or 
instrumentality (Hui et al.，2004). In light of the theoretical framework of SDT, autonomous 
motivation can further elucidate the OCB activated for internal altruistic reasons and 
controlled motivation can give additional explanation to the OCB triggered for instrumentality 
reasons. Supposing that employees conduct OCB altruistically, then they may have fully 
integrated the goal and meaning of OCB to their internal interests and values, which is typical 
of autonomous motivation. However, when instrumentality is the real reason for employees' 
OCB, employees seem to be controlled by external rewards or pressures and they expect that 
OCB may be instrumental to their growth in the organization. As stressed by SDT, 
autonomous motivation can lead to longer and more positive effects than controlled 
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motivation so the two stimulating factors of autonomous motivation, autonomy support and 
autonomy orientation can be expected to result in more persistence and strength in OCB. 
Empirically, Gagne (2003) found that autonomy support from parents could help to 
satisfy college students' needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness, which can predict 
students' later devotion to prosocial activities. Similarly, autonomous motivation was 
discovered to be positively associated with environmentally protective behaviors, particularly 
when these behaviors were time and effort intensive (Greene-Demers, Pelletier, & M6nard, 
1997). In contrast, the conditions that may undermine autonomous motivation may tend to 
suppress individuals' helping behavior. Rewards and punishments may enhance helping 
behavior in the immediate situation, whereas they may finally undermine helping in the 
voluntary situation. As an example, if children were saliently rewarded for helping their peers, 
their subsequent prosocial behavior seemed to be forced by controlled extrinsic motivation and 
thus they became less enthusiastic to help their peers (Fabes et al., 1989). Undergraduates' 
helping others may also have been negatively affected when undergraduates were paid for 
helping disabled students in that payment in exchange for providing help undermined 
students' internalized sense of moral obligation (Kunda & Schwartz，1983). Therefore, the 
increased external pressures and prizes for helping do not appear to be the best way to promote 
OCB. Not only are they likely to cause a long-term erosion of the altruistic nature of OCB, but 
they may even cause a prompt reduction of engagement in prosocial behavior. 
Taken together, autonomy support and autonomy orientation are able to result in work-
related consequences, such as job involvement and OCB, which are beneficial to both 
individual employees and to their peers in the organization. 
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In this study, proteges' personal learning is proposed to mediate the positive linkages 
of autonomy support and autonomy orientation to OCB and job involvement. The mediating 
roles of personal learning can be described in three aspects. 
The first aspect is how personal learning associates the predictors of proteges' 
autonomous learning motivation with the subsequent learning outcomes. As stressed 
prominently in this study, both autonomy support and autonomy orientation have been well 
established as the predictors of employees' autonomous learning motivation within the 
organization. Autonomous learning motivation can transform and inspire proteges to actively 
leam and gain positive learning results: responding and performing in a way attuned to the 
welfare of other team members and requirements of job assignments. Personal learning, able 
to index the quality of autonomous learning motivation, may be regarded as the fundamental 
process of transforming proteges' autonomous learning motivation to the subsequent learning 
outcomes by acquiring and practicing work-related knowledge in the context of work. 
Apparently, proteges' internal motivational forces for learning are solidified and realized 
through the specific individual processes of learning in teams and the processes in fact plays a 
pivotal role in linking the cross-level predictors of proteges' autonomous learning motivation 
to learning results. 
The second aspect is how proteges understand and respond to coworkers and jobs 
around them. Proteges understand their relations to coworkers and their roles in job 
assignments through the work-related learning (Bandura, 1977), which can be practically 
stimulated by autonomy support and autonomy orientation based on SDT. In work teams, 
proteges communicate and digest the meaningful contextual and personal information by 
personal learning and then decide in which way they should behave. From the perceptions of 
proteges, personal learning practically summarizes the implications provided by the autonomy 
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support from the team climate and mentors, as well as the autonomy orientation of proteges 
themselves; proteges form the content and quality of their personal learning in accordance 
with the stimuli from the environmental and individual factors in work teams. Thus, personal 
learning is unique to each protege, by which circumstances and proteges themselves can exert 
significant impact on proteges' work-related outcomes. 
The third aspect is how proteges analyze and reciprocate with the corresponding levels 
of their attitudes and behaviors. Personal learning appears to be an individualized knowledge 
resource from which proteges gain clues to analyze their relationships with coworkers and jobs. 
In light of the analyzed results, proteges can form certain levels of indebtedness to and desire 
for maintaining such relationships, therefore they will accordingly perceive and act in a 
particular way in the teams. In other words, proteges can display a variety of behaviors and 
attitudes toward organizational folks according to the distinct nature of the personal learning 
they engage in. The differences in people's personal learning may be considered as a result of 
the variation in their learning motivation quality after controlling for other influential factors, 
including IQ and personality etc (Raelin, 2000). SDT suggests that any external or personal 
factor that leads to a personal perception that one's behavior is autonomous (i.e., generating an 
internal perceived locus of causality) should tend to reinforce autonomous motivation. 
Therefore, proteges are able to generate positive work results through the mediation of 
personal learning under the influence of cross-level autonomy-supportive predictors of 
autonomous learning motivation. 
To date, two organizational studies have substantiated the mediating role of personal 
learning for employees' job experience and consequences. Drawing upon a sample of 400 
professionals working in CPA firm teams across several regions of the USA, Klein et al. (2002) 
found that team social interaction was able to foster organizational, team-based, and personal 
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learning, and also to lead to positive attitudinal outcomes for employees; additionally, personal 
learning could fully mediate the linkage between team social interaction and team members' 
attitudinal consequences. In another study directly focusing on mentoring relations, the two 
dimensions of personal learning as mediating mechanisms for the associations between 
mentoring functions and proteges' various attitudinal outcomes were tested respectively 
(Lankau & Scandura，2002). As suggested by the empirical results, relational job learning 
fully mediated the relations of proteges' vocational support to role ambiguity and job 
satisfaction. Personal skill development was also corroborated to completely mediate the 
association between role modeling and job satisfaction. Nonetheless, personal learning failed 
to mediate the negative relationship between mentoring functions and turnover intentions. 
To sum up, studies in organizations have provided convincing support for the 
hypothesized relations that the influence of multilevel autonomy support and autonomy 
orientation on proteges' relatively distal behavioral outcomes (OCB) and attitudinal outcomes 
(job involvement) are realized via the mediating role of proteges' personal learning in the 
mentoring process. Hence, this study proposes that personal learning may play a pivotal role in 
the relations of the autonomy support of the team climate, autonomy support of mentors, and 
the autonomy orientation of proteges to the OCB and job involvement of proteges in the work 
teams. Therefore, 
Hypothesis 8a: Proteges' personal learning mediates the relations of autonomy support 
of the team climate, the autonomy support of mentors and the autonomy orientation of 
proteges, to proteges' OCB. 
Hypothesis 8b: Proteges' personal learning mediates the relations of autonomy support 
of the team climate, the autonomy support of mentors and the autonomy orientation of 
proteges, to proteges' job involvement. 
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Altogether, the preceding discussion highlights the effects of autonomy support and 
autonomy orientation on proteges' learning in organizations. Specifically, it is predicted that 
teams and mentors' autonomy support and proteges' own autonomy orientation together exert 
a positive influence on proteges' personal learning. Among the three predictors, proteges' own 
autonomy orientation possesses the strongest predictive power, mentors' autonomy support is 
the second strongest, and finally team climate's autonomy support is the third strongest. 
Furthermore, the autonomy support from the team climate will also positively moderate the 
relations between the autonomy orientation of proteges and autonomy support of mentors and 
personal learning of proteges. Proteges' personal learning will act as a mediator between the 
positive associations of autonomy support and autonomy orientation to proteges' OCB, and 
the positive associations of autonomy support and autonomy orientation to proteges' job 
involvement. These predictions are summarized in figure 3-1. 
Figure 3-1 The theoretical model and summary of hypotheses 
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CHAPTER 4: METHODS 
This chapter begins with an introduction to the general research design of this study, 
including sample characteristics and the data collection procedure. Following this, specific 
measures of the variables are discussed. Finally, this chapter describes the analytical 
techniques and procedure for the collected data. 
4.1 Procedure and Respondents 
A questionnaire survey was used to collect the data from a Hong Kong insurance firm. 
The sample company was chosen for three reasons. Firstly, the insurance industry is moving 
rapidly toward diversification (Chang, 2006)，which requires employees to keep learning and 
gear themselves to the changing business environment. Secondly, the surveyed company 
utilizes sales teams to sell insurance products and also encourages mentorship within teams. 
Thirdly, in the sampled company of this research, the team leaders are highly encouraged to 
mentor proteges. Team leaders are involved in hiring new employees, giving subsequent 
training, and helping them to gain satisfactory career development in the insurance industry. 
Even the number of new proteges introduced by team leaders to the company is an indicator of 
team leaders' performance. Thus this is an appropriate setting for this study. This survey 
consisted of two waves. 
Through the interdepartmental mail system, questionnaires with return postage 
envelopes were first sent to 498 proteges who belonged to 107 teams (one to seven proteges 
per team), and 287 questionnaires from 71 teams were returned, for an overall response rate of 
57.63%. After the number and identity of returning questionnaires from proteges were 
calculated and confirmed, questionnaires were then sent to 71 team leaders of the 287 
responding proteges. In the second wave, 58 team leaders who are responsible for 205 
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proteges of 58 teams sent back questionnaires, a response rate of 81.69%, and constituted the 
final sample size of this research. Follow-up calls were made one week after distributing the 
questionnaires each time. As the training department of this company strongly encouraged 
target employees to return questionnaires and all of the team leaders were actually receiving 
training from the researcher' university, this survey gained a high response rate through both 
of the two waves. The sample did not differ significantly from the organizational population in 
terms of age, gender, education, tenure, position, sales performance, or annual salary. 
Of the final sample of 205 respondents, 127 were female (62%) and 78 were male 
(38%). Their ages ranged from 21 to 56 years, averaging 39.08 (s.d. = 7.28) years. The 
organizational tenure of the participants ranged from 0.25 year to 15 years, and their average 
tenure was 4.80 (s.d. = 3.55) years. Detailed information on the sample demographics is 
provided in table 4-1. 
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Table 4-1 Demographics of the sample 
Variables Dimensions Frequency Percentage 
Sex Male 78 38% 
ex Female 127 62% 
Primary school 0 0 
Middle school 24 11.7% 
r , . Technical school 20 9.8% 
Education ”• i , i … 
High school 73 35.6% 
Undergraduate 73 35.6% 
Graduate 15 7.3% 
Insurance advisor 83 40.5% 
Senior insurance advisor 59 28.8% 
Position in the n • . Promotion manager 49 23.9% organization ” . 
Unit manager 10 4.9% 
Senior unit manager 4 2.0% 
Ordinary 113 55.1% 
Preferred 48 23.4% 
Senior qualifying 22 10.7% 
erformance President's division 12 5.9% 
President's council 9 4.4% 
Superstar 1 0.5% 
Diamond club 0 0 
Variables Mean Maximum Minimum 
Age (years) 39.08 (7.28)' 56 2l 
Tenure (years) 4.8 (3.55) 0.25 
a The values in parentheses are SD. 
4.2 Measures 
This section describes the measures and their scale properties. This study employed 
seven-point Likert scales, with responses ranging from 1 "strongly disagree" to 7 "strongly 
agree". In each case, higher scores represent greater presence of the attitude or attribute being 
studied. All items included in the questionnaire were bilingual in English and Chinese as all 
respondents are Chinese but work in a company, where English is the working language. To 
ensure equivalence of the measures in the Chinese and the English versions, back-translation 
from Chinese into English was performed as well (Brislin, 1980). The two versions of the 
questionnaires revealed no substantive differences in the meanings of the items based upon 
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two experienced organizational behavior researchers' judgments. The descriptions of the 
measures used go as follows. 
Autonomy support of the team climate. Autonomy support of the team climate is 
adapted from the Work Climate Survey Questionnaire (Deci et al, 1989), which was modeled 
after the Job Diagnostic Survey (Hackman & Oldham, 1975) and contains thirteen items of 
four subscales to measure the autonomy support of the work climate. The first two subscales, 
concerned with immediate managers and the top management of the organization, were not 
used in this research because of their unsuitability for this study. The autonomy support of 
immediate managers can be reported from the autonomy support of the mentors scale because, 
in this study, surveyed mentors were also the immediate managers of proteges. Apparently, the 
autonomy support of top management is not part of the team climate. Consequently, the two 
subscales of work environment (four items) and work feeling (four items) were selected for 
measuring the autonomy support of the team climate. A typical item for the work environment 
is "in my team, there are guidelines and regulations that let team members know what to do in 
almost every situation." The work feeling subscale is composed of adjectives describing the 
employees' feelings toward their teams: e.g. cooperative and flexible. Gagne (2003) once used 
this scale to examine the role of autonomy support and autonomy orientation in employees' 
prosocial behavior engagement. The reliability score for this measure is .79. The scores of all 
proteges in a team were averaged to form an overall team score. The aggregation analyses, 
ICC (1) and ICC (2) for the autonomy support of the team climate are presented in 4.3 
Analytic Techniques. 
Autonomy support of mentors. A 6-item Work Climate Questionnaire (Baard et al., 
2004) was used to measure the autonomy support that proteges received from their mentors. 
The questionnaire has been typically used with respect to such specific work settings as teams 
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or work groups that have one manager or leader. Sample items are “I feel that my mentor 
provides me with choices and options", and "I feel understood by my mentor". The reliability 
of the autonomy orientation of proteges was .79. 
Autonomy orientation of proteges. The General Causality Orientations Scale (Deci & 
Ryan, 1985b) was employed to measure proteges' general orientation toward being 
autonomous. Respondents read 7 hypothetical scenarios and rated the likelihood of having 
each of the three possible reactions, depicting autonomous, controlled, and impersonal 
orientations, to each scenario on a 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very likely) scale. The scores for 
control and impersonal subscales were not adopted for this study. A sample scenario is "you 
have been offered a new position in a company, where you have worked for some time. The 
first question that is likely to come to mind is: what if I can not live up to the new 
responsibility, will I make more at this position, or I wonder if the new work will be 
interesting." This seven-item scale reached a final reliability of .78. 
Personal learning. Respondents rated a twelve-item measurement scale developed by 
Lankau & Scandura (2002) for evaluating proteges' personal learning. The twelve items 
embody the two dimensions of relational job learning and personal skill development. 
Relational job learning is defined as increased understanding of the interdependence or 
connectedness of one's job to others. The second type of personal learning relates to job skills 
that can make proteges build up better working relationships with folks in the organization. 
Examples of the items are “I have increased my knowledge about the company as a whole" 
(personal skill development) and "I have developed new ideas about how to perform my job" 
(relational job learning). The reliability of this scale was .91. 
Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). OCB is widely measured by five 
dimensions: altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, civic virtue, and courtesy (Organ, 
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1988). The most commonly used measure of OCB, developed by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 
Morrman, & Fetter (1990), contains 25 items. This study did not use the full measure, not only 
due to the concerns of the questionnaire length, but also because researchers have found that 
there are substantial correlations between the dimensions (e.g. MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & 
Fetter, 1991, 1993; Podsakoff & MacKenzie，1994). Therefore, 11 items were selected from 
the 25 items to formulate the OCB scale for the present study: three for altruism and two for 
each of the four other dimensions, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, civic value, and courtesy; 
they were most frequently used (Podsakoff, et al., 2000) and considered most relevant to the 
sample. Examples of items are "he or she is always ready to help those around him or her" and 
"he or she takes steps to try to prevent problems with coworkers". The individual reliability 
scores for Altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, civic value, and courtesy 
were .77，.76, .85’ .85 and .87，reaching an overall OCB reliability score of .93. 
Job involvement. The Frone et al. (1995) six-item scale was chosen to assess job 
involvement. Two representative items are: "The most important things that happen to me 
involve my present job", and "To me, my job is a very large part of who I am". The job 
involvement' six-item scale demonstrated an internal consistency reliability of .91. 
Control variables. The normal demographic variables of proteges, such as age, gender, 
position, educational level, and tenure with the organization, were statistically controlled 
because the past SDT and mentoring studies indicate that these variables may influence 
individual learning motivation and results in the organization (Godshalk & Sosik, 2003; 
Lankau & Scandura, 2002). In addition, proteges' last-year sales performance as an indicator 
of their ability was controlled because individuals' abilities may influence their autonomous 
learning motivation and subsequent learning quality (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). To secure 
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genuineness of the performance data, proteges' last year sales performance was directly 
acquired from the company dossier instead of from the proteges themselves. 
In order to reduce common method bias to some extent, a multiple informant approach 
was adopted in this survey (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff，2003). Proteges were 
responsible for providing data regarding autonomous support from the team climate and 
mentors, autonomy orientation, and job involvement. Team managers were asked to evaluate 
participating proteges' OCB. The demographics data regarding age, gender, education, tenure, 
position, and annual salary were also gathered from team managers and proteges. 
4.3 Analytic Techniques 
Three empirical techniques were applied to analyze the data and test the model. First of 
all, a series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were performed to test the factor structure 
of key constructs in order to inspect the dimensionality of the measures and the discriminant 
validity of different measures. Specifically, CFA seeks to determine if the number of constructs 
and the loadings of measured items on them conform to what pre-established theory prescribes. 
Items of measures are selected on the basis of prior theory. Drawing on LISREL 8.54, CFA 
analyzes the item-level covariance matrix to contrast an original model against alternative 
models after pre-processing through a PRELIS 2 program (Joreskog & S^irbom，1993). A root 
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), a comparative fit index (CFI), and a non-
normed fit index (NNFI) are normally chosen as indices to evaluate the models' goodness of 
fit for contrasting models. CFI and NNFI values greater than or equal to .90 indicate adequate 
fit. As for the RMSEA, a value less than .08 is interpreted as a good fit, a value between .08 
and .10 as a marginal but acceptable fit, a value greater than .10 as a poor fit (Medsker, 
Williams, & Holahan，1994). In this study, CFA was used to compare the original theoretical 
model (six factors) with alternative models (four or five factors) to establish the better 
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goodness of fit of the six-factor model than that of other alternatives. After doing this, the 
Conbrach's alpha coefficient for each of the constructs was calculated to assess the internal 
consistency of measurement items. Upon confirming the reliability and validity of the six main 
constructs in the theoretical model, aggregation analyses and HLM were applied. 
Secondly, in order to justify the appropriateness of aggregating individual assessment 
of team climate to team level, two reliability indices for multilevel research, intraclass 
correlation coefficient [1] and [2] (ICC[1] and ICC[2]) were calculated (Bartko, 1976; James, 
1982). ICC[1] is usually interpreted in two ways. For one thing, it provides an estimate of the 
proportion of the total variance of a measure, which is explained by team membership (Bliese, 
2000). For the other, it is an estimate of the extent to which raters are interchangeable—that is, 
the extent to which one rater from a team may represent all the raters within the team (James, 
1982); as such, ICC[1] is recommended as a criterion for justifying aggregation. 
Mathematically, ICC[1] can be computed with two methods. As for random coefficient 
models including hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992), Ime for S-
PLUS (Statistical Sciences, 1997), and MLn (Kreft & DeLeeuw，1998)，ICC[1] can be 
computed according to the variance estimates of the between-group and within-group 
components reported in output files. The formula is ICC[1]= Too /(too + cj^) (Hofmann, 1997). 
Alternatively, from a one-way random-effect ANOVA model, ICC[1] can be estimated based 
on the Bartko (1976) formula: 
MSB-MSW 
MSB + [(k-l)*MSW] 
where MSB = mean square between group, MSW = within-group mean square, and K = the 
number of raters per team. Suppose the team size varies across teams, K is equal to the 
average team size. On account of HLM being used in testing the hypotheses in this study, 
ICC[1] was computed with both a random coefficient model of HLM and the one-way 
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random-effect ANOVA model. The second criteria frequently chosen for evaluating the 
appropriateness of aggregation is ICC[2], which is indeed a variation ofICC[l] and assesses 
the reliability of team means within a sample rather than the reliability of a single team mean 
(Bartko, 1976). In other words, ICC[2] indicates whether team means can be used to reliably 
differentiate between units (in terms of their ratings). From one a one-way random-effect 
ANOVA model, ICC[2] can be estimated with the following formula (Bartko, 1976): 
MSB-MSW 
MSB 
As a matter of fact, ICC[2] can also be gotten from ICC[1] by the Spearman-Brown formula if 
we assume that ICC[1] represents the reliability of a single estimate of a team-level measure 
within a given sample, and know that the average size k of the teams within that sample 
(Bliese, 2000). That is, 
k*ICC[l] 
l + (k- l )*ICC[l ] 
In this study, ICC[2] was computed with the use of mean squares from a one-way random 
effect ANOVA model as well as ICC[1]. However, note that the ICC[1] method can not 
generate a result that exactly matches the ICC[2] calculated from the original Bartko (1976) 
formula when the team size is too small. Notably, ICC[1] values do not vary as a function of 
team size, whereas ICC [2] values are sensitive to the average numbers of team members 
across teams (Bliese & Halverson’ 1998). The ICC[1] higher than .05 is considered sufficient 
for conducting aggregation analysis and the cutting value for ICC[2] is over .50 (Bliese, 2000; 
Klein, & Kozlowski，2000). Normally, the ICC[1] values in the former multilevel studies 
ranged from .00 to .50, with a median value of .12 (James, 1982). 
Thirdly, as suggested by the theoretical model, the three main predictors are at two 
different levels, namely autonomy support of the team climate at the team level and the 
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autonomy support of mentors and autonomy orientation of proteges at the individual level. In 
consequence, given the cross-level nature of this study, HLM was chosen for examining the 
cross-level relations (Bryk & Raudenbush，1992; Hoffman, 1997), which estimates the within-
team effects (level 1) and the separate effects of team-level predictors on the intercepts and 
slopes at the individual level (level 2). That is, 
Level 1: yy=po/ + PiyXy + ry 
Level 2: PQ/ = Too + U q j 
= + U\J 
As noted above, HLM is powerful in taking into account both within team-level (i.e. level 1) 
and team-level (i.e. level 2) variance simultaneously through modeling what the relationships 
within each of the teams are, and how these relationships within teams vary across teams. 
Therefore, HLM has long been deemed more appropriate for multilevel research than the 
ordinary least squares regression analysis technique (OLS) (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). In 
contrast, OLS may violate the statistical assumptions of independent observations by 
disaggregating team-level scores to individual-level ones or fail to include the important 
lower-level variance by aggregating individual-level scores to higher-level ones (Hoffman, 
1997). 
Three major effects— fixed effects, random effects, and variance components— are 
calculated in estimating level 1 and level 2 models. Fixed effects refer to the parameters that 
are not varied across teams, for instance, the y's from equations at level 2. In contrast, random 
coefficients are the parameter estimates that may vary across teams, for instance poy and Py. 
Finally, variance components consist of the variance in the level 1 residual r^ and the variance 
in the level 2 residuals like Uoj and U y , Note taht in reference to HLM, centering is an 
important method in data analysis to avoid the inherently negative correlation between the 
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slope and the intercept. In testing the moderating effect of the team-level variable, centering 
can reduce the multicollinearity between the main effect and interaction variables as well. For 
this study, the individual-level variables, including mentors' autonomy support, proteges' 
autonomy orientation, and other control variables, were group-mean centered, while the team-
level variable autonomy support of the team climate was grand-mean centered. Besides, the 
outcome variables— proteges' personal learning (group centered when testing hypotheses 8a 
and 8b), OCB, and job involvement were not centered. 
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS 
5.1 CFA Analyses 
Table 5-1 presents the results of five confirmatory factor analyses. First, a six-factor 
analysis was run to test the overall distinctiveness of the theoretical model. One by one, the 
original six-factor model was compared with five alternative models: a one factor model 
obtained by loading all 46 of the items into one factor; three five-factor models obtained by 
combining every two factors of the autonomy support of mentors, the autonomy support of the 
team climate, and proteges' autonomy orientation into one factor at every time; one four-factor 
model, in which the autonomy support of mentors, the autonomy support of the team climate, 
and proteges' autonomy orientation were all grouped as one factor. As indicated by the results 
of the above tests, the six-factor model best fits the outcome data (x^ = 2037.06，df= 974， 
RMSEA= .72, CFI= .93, NNFI= .93), thereby offering evidence for discriminant validity. 
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Table 5-1: Results for CFA^ 
CFA model ^ A/^ df RMSEA CFI NNFI 
Six-factor model: 
Autonomy support of mentors, autonomy 2037.06 974 0.072 0.93 0.93 
support of team climate, proteges' 
autonomy orientation, job involvement, 
and OCB 
One-factor model: 
Combining all 46 items into one factor 4106.68 2069.62** 989 0.17 0.80 0.79 
Four-factor models: 
Combining autonomy support of mentors 2225.27 188.21" 979 0.083 0.92 0.91 
and proteges' autonomy orientation; 
Combining autonomy support of mentors 2142.98 105.92*"" 979 0.076 0.92 0.92 
and autonomy support of team climate; 
Combining proteges' autonomy 2200.40 163.34** 979 0.080 0.92 0.92 
orientation and autonomy support of team 
climate 
Three-factor model: 
Combining autonomy support of team 2318.88 281.82** 983 0.086 0.91 0.91 
climate, autonomy support of mentors, 
and proteges' autonomy orientation 
Note: ^N = 205; */7 < -05 < .01 (two-tailed) 
5.2 Aggregation Analyses of Autonomy Support of Team climate 
To assess the viability of aggregating individual-level data to the team level, ICC[1] 
and ICC[2] were performed to examine the between-team variance and within-team variance. 
ANOVA and HLM reported very similar ICC[1] results: .221(ANOVA) and .224 (HLM) 
respectively. ICC[2] calculated from ANOVA and ICC[1] was the same— .500. The above 
two intraclass correlation values have already satisfied their respective requirements and 
warranted aggregation. The ANOVA indicated significant between-team variance in the 
autonomy support of the team climate (F[57, 147]= 2 .00 ,< .001 ), which spoke further to the 
aggregation. Researchers using ICC to justify aggregation usually are able to conclude that 
aggregation is justified when the F test in ANOVA is significant (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000.). 
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Together, these findings indicate that the data of the autonomy support of the team climate can 
be aggregated at the team level to explain the between-team variance of the outcome variables. 
5.3 Hypothesis Testing: Hierarchical Linear Modeling Analyses 
Table 5-2 gives the descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among the measures in 
this study. In general, the correlations among the variables were as expected and the values of 
significant correlation coefficients did not exceed .50, save for only one exception一 the 
correlation between personal learning and job involvement was .505. In particular, proteges' 
personal learning was significantly correlated with the autonomy support of the team climate 
{J3 = .269，/? < .01), autonomy support of mentors { p = .368,/? < .01), and proteges' autonomy 
orientation {p = .336，p < .01). It can also be found from the correlation table that there existed 
significant associations between proteges' personal learning and OCB {p = .331,;? < .01) and 
job involvement {J3 = .505, p < .01). The bivariate associations shown in the correlation matrix 
render sufficient support for all "main effect" hypotheses that deal with the antecedents and 
outcome variables of proteges' personal learning. However, the results cannot be interpreted as 
accurate without taking into account the influences of control variables and the cross-level 
multivariate nature of relationships in the dataset. In addition, the Conbrach's a shown in Table 





































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































5.3.1 Testing the Main Effects of Autonomy Support and Autonomy Orientation 
(Hypotheses 1，2, and 3) 
To cater to the multilevel property of this study, HLM was used to test the 
hypothesized multilevel linkages. Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 posit that the autonomy support of 
the team climate, the autonomy support of mentors, and the autonomy orientation of proteges 
are positively related to proteges' personal learning. In running the analyses, the null model 
(model 1) was first estimated with only proteges' personal learning as the dependent variable. 
That is, 
Level 1: Proteges' personal learning = pq； + nj 
Level 2: Poy = Too + Uoj 
where Pq/ is the mean level of proteges' personal learning within team j，r,y is the residual 
within-team variance,彻 is the mean level of pq/ across teams, and Uoj is the residual across-
team variance. The null model was used to assess the between-team variance (Tau) of and 
within-team variance (Sigma) of the dependent variable. That is, how much variance in 
proteges' personal learning was due to individual differences and how much was due to team 
differences were shown in the null model. Only after significant variance across teams had 
been reported in the Final Estimation of Variance Components Table (x^ = 80.87594，df = 57， 
p < .05), was the random model (model 2) subsequently run. Then, including the control 
variables and dependent variables at level 1 (individual level), a random model was calculated 
to assess the within-team association between the Level 1 predictors (autonomy support of 
mentors and autonomy orientation of proteges) and the Level 1 outcome (proteges' personal 
learning). That is, 
Level 1: Proteges' personal learning = pq/ + piy (Autonomy support of mentors) + 
p2/Autonomy orientation of proteges) + Psy (Age) + p4/Sex) + ps/Education) + po/Teiiure) + 
p7/(Position) + pg/Job performance) + � 
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Level 2: (3Q/ = Too + U q j 
Piy = Tio+ Uy 
P27 = 720 + Uy 
In the Level 1 equation, proteges' age, sex, education, tenure, position, and job performance 
were controlled for. Finally, a team-level predictor一 the autonomy support of the team 
climate— was added into the random model to form the full model (Model 3) so as to examine 
the effects of multilevel predictors on proteges' personal learning. That is, 
Level 1: Proteges 'personal learning = poy + piy (Autonomy support of mentors) + 
p2_/( Autonomy orientation of proteges) + p3y (Age) + P4y(Sex) + ps/Education) + (36y(Tenure) + 
P7y(Position) + pg/Job performance) + � 
Level 2: pQ/ = Too + Toi (Autonomy support of team climate) + U q j 
P\j = y\o+Uij 
P27 = Y20 + Uy 
where yoi was the slope for the prediction equation of poy and also the regression coefficient 
for the variable, the autonomy support of the team climate. Note that the team-level variable 
was included into the model only when the x^  value for the random effect of U q j at the team 
level had been reported significant (x^ = 98.441, d f = 41,/? <.001), which showed that a 
significant amount of variance in the intercept (i.e. po/) was accounted for by the variable(s) at 
Level 2. HLM calculated and reported the ^-statistics for the estimated parameters Py in the 
two tables of the Final Estimation of Fixed Effects and Final Estimation of Fixed Effects (with 
robust standard errors) so as to test these cross-level hypotheses. Importantly, the information 
presented by the two tables is somewhat different in that the results appearing in the Final 
Estimation of Fixed Effects are gotten assuming that the homogeneity of Level 1 error 
variance is held by the analyzing data. Otherwise, should the Chi-square test of homogeneity 
of the Level 1 error variance generate a significant result, the table of the Final Estimation of 
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Fixed Effects (with robust standard errors) ought to be referred to. The information shown in 
Table 5-3 presents empirical support for all three hypotheses'. At the individual level, both 
autonomy support of mentors and autonomy orientation of proteges had a significant, positive 
relationship with proteges' personal learning (Yio = . 3 3 8 , < .05 & 丫20 = 392, p< .01， 
respectively). At the team level, autonomy support of the team climate was found to be 
significantly positively associated with proteges' personal learning as well (yoi = .215, p< .01). 
Accordingly, hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 were all supported. 
Table 5-3 The main effects of the three independent variables on proteges' personal learning^ 
Proteges' Personal Learning 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
1 Intercept 4.892** 4.901** 4.901** 4.895** 
2 Level 1 control variables 
Age -0.002 -0.003 -0.002 
Sex 0.182 0.183 0.175 
Education 0.009 0.010 0.023 
Tenure -0.031 -0.030 -0.044卞 
Position -0.054 -0.058 -0.032 
Job performance 0.023 0.017 0.027 
3 Level 1 independent variables 
Autonomy support of mentors (YIO) 0.337* 0.338* 0.287* 
Autonomy orientation of proteges (720) 0.393** 0.392** 0.343** 
Sigma_squared 0.722 0.441 0.449 0.591 
4 Level 2 independent variable 
Autonomy support of team climate (YIO) 0.275** 0.307** 
Tail 0.083 0.157 0.104 0.066 
5 Cross-level interaction variables 
Autonomy support of team climate* 
Autonomy support of mentors (y\!) 0.256^ 
Autonomy support of team climate* 
Autonomy orientation of proteges (Y21) 0.005 
6 Homogeneity test of level-1 error 
variance 
i 24.440 8.065 8.046 8.076 
df ^ ^ ^ 28 
I HLM 6.02 was the software used for running hierarchical linear models in this study 
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Note: a The results in this table were based upon the Final Estimation of Fixed Effects Table in 
the HLM 6.02 output file as all the Chi-square tests of homogeneity of Level 1 error variance 
for the three models were not significant; N = 205, A *p < .05 < .01 (two-tailed) 
5.3.2 Comparing the Predictive Power of the Three Motivational Factors (Hypothesis 4) 
In light of the rationale of the Wald test, HLM offers a function of Multivariate 
Hypothesis Tests for Fixed Effects. Considering the model 3 displayed in table 5-3, three 
pairwise comparison tests of the parameters, yoi, Yio, and 720 were applied to test the following 
composite null hypotheses: 
yoi = yio 
710 = 720 
Toi = 720 
where yoi was the effect of autonomy support of the team climate on the intercept in the Level 
1 equation, 710 was the slope of autonomy support of mentors, and 720 was the slope of 
autonomy orientation of proteges. An HLM2 dialog box in HLM 6.02 can test the equality of 
every two parameters. Table 5-4 displays the multivariate hypothesis test findings. 
Table 5-4 Multivariate hypothesis tests for fixed effects 
P , Chi-square Degree of Null 
P P statistic freedom Hypothesis 
1 Team climate (yoi = 0.275) Vs = 
Autonomy support of mentors 17.510** 2 Yoi —yi^ ’ 
( r. rejected 
2 Team climate (yoi = 0.275) Vs = 
Autonomy orientation of proteges 27.439** 2 _ 
(720=0.392) rejected 
3 Autonomy support of mentors _ 
(Y,0=0.338) Vs Autonomy 26.906** 2 
orientation of proteges (丫20 =0-392) 
Note: a The results in this table were based upon the Results of the General Linear Hypothesis 
Testing Table and Chi-square statistics listed in the HLM 6.02 output file; N = 205，*p < .05 
**/? < .01 (two-tailed). 
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The chi-square statistics and associated p-values specified that all three null hypotheses 
were rejected and, therefore, it was highly unlikely that the observed estimates for YOI, Tio, and 
720 could have occurred under the hypothesized equality relations presented above. Further, as 
shown by the specific values of yoi, y]o, and 720, the strength of predictive power of the three 
independent variables is: Autonomy orientation of proteges (720= .392) > Autonomy support 
of mentors (yio= .338)> Autonomy support of the team climate (yoi = .275). Therefore, 
hypothesis 4 was confirmed. 
5.3.3 Testing the Moderating Effects of Team climate (Hypotheses 5a and 5b) 
Hypotheses 5a and 5b propose that autonomy support of the team climate moderates 
the two hypothesized linkages of autonomy support of mentors and autonomy orientation of 
proteges to proteges' personal learning. The interaction effect model (model 4) for these two 
hypotheses goes as follows: 
Level 1: Proteges 'personal learning = pq/ + py (Autonomy support of mentors) + 
P2/Autonomy orientation of proteges)+ Ps； (Age)+ p4/Sex)+ ps/Education) + p6/Tenure)+ 
Pv/Position) + pg/Job performance) + ry 
Level 2: Pq/ = Too + Toi (Autonomy support of team climate) + Uoj 
Py = Y10 +Yii (Autonomy support of team climate) + JJy 
= 720 + 721 (Autonomy support of team climate) + Uij 
where yi 1 was the coefficient for the interaction effect of autonomy support of the team climate 
and autonomy support of mentors, and similarly 721 was the coefficient for the interaction 
effect of autonomy support of the team climate and the autonomy orientation of proteges. The 
findings shown in table 5-3 give partial support for hypothesis 5a but not for hypothesis 5b 
(Yii = 25,p <. l ;y2i = 0.005,/? > .50). 
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In order to further validate hypothesis 5 a, the two nested models (with and without the 
interaction term) were compared to determine which one had a better model fit. The 
likelihood-ratio test ofHLM is able to fulfill the above comparison, which compares the 
deviance statistics of a restricted model (the model without the interaction term in this research) 
with a more general alternative (the model with the interaction term in this research). The 
corresponding test is according to the difference between the deviance statistics of the two 
models, which has a chi-square distribution with degrees of freedom equal to the difference in 
the number of parameters estimated in the models being compared. The deviance can be 
regarded as a measure of lack of fit between the model and the data. In general, the larger the 
deviance is, the poorer the fit to the data is. Importantly, as the fixed part of both models is not 
the same in this comparison, full maximum likelihood should be instead used as the method of 
estimation. Should only the number of elements in the Level 2 Tau-matrix of compared 
models differs, namely varied number of Level 2 residual variables, the restricted rather than 
full maximum likelihood method should be selected. Given the combined Level 1 and Level 2 
models, below are the two compared models: 
Combined model with the interaction term: Proteges 'personal learning = yoo + Yoi 
(Autonomy support of team climate) + U q j + Yio (Autonomy support of mentors) + y,! 
(Autonomy support of mentors) (Autonomy support of team climate) + f/i/Autonomy support 
of mentors) + pz/Autonomy orientation of proteges) + L/^z/Autonomy orientation of proteges) 
+ p3y (Age)+ P4/Sex)+ Ps/Education) + p6y(Tenure)+ Py/Position) + Pg/Job performance) + r,y 
Combined model without the interaction term: Proteges' personal learning = yoo + Yoi 
(Autonomy support of team climate) + Uoj + "/lo (Autonomy support of mentors) + (A/Autonomy 
support of mentors) + p2y(Autonomy orientation of proteges)+ t/�/Autonomy orientation of 
proteges)+ p�)(Age)+ P4/Sex)+ Ps/Education) + P6y(Tenure)+ py/Position) + Ps/Job performance) 
+广(/ 
67 
The null hypothesis for this comparison was that these two models had equal fit to the 
data. Obviously, the restricted model 6 (Deviance = 521.123, Number of estimated parameters 
=2 ) was nested within the more general model 5 (Deviance = 478.568, Number of estimated 
parameters = 13). The chi-square test statistic of 42.555 with 11 degrees of freedom has a p-
value of 0.000，indicating that the null hypothesis did not seem tenable, and the model with the 
interaction term rather than the model without the interaction term was a better model. 
Therefore, hypothesis 5a was further supported by the likelihood-ratio test ofHLM. Combined 
with the positive main effect of hypothesis 2, these findings indicated that the positive relation 
between autonomy support of mentors and proteges' personal learning was enhanced as the 
autonomy support of the team climate, which proteges received in teams, was increased. The 
moderating effect of the autonomy support of the team climate on the association between 
autonomy support of mentors and proteges' personal learning can be clearly illustrated in 
figure 5-1. Figure 5-1 shows that proteges in teams with strong autonomy support of the team 
climate (the upper 50% of the range of this variable) learned more than those in teams with 
weak autonomy support of the team climate (the lower 50% of the range of this variable). 
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Figure 5-1 The two way interaction effects of autonomy support of team climate and 
autonomy support of mentors on proteges' personal learning 
The Interaction Effect of Autonomy Support of Mentors and Team Work Climate 
8.037 / 
Z Team work climate: lower half 
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ Team wo永 climate: upper half 
5.87H 1 1 1 1 1 • 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 “ “ 1 1 
-2.55 -1.47 -0.39 0.70 1.78 
Autonomy support of mentors 
5.3.4 Testing the Main and Mediating Effects of Proteges' Personal Learning 
(Hypotheses 6, 7，8a, and 8b) 
The findings in table 5-5 give support for both hypotheses 6 and 7，which propose that 
proteges' personal learning would be positively related to proteges' OCB and job involvement 
(Y3o= .338,/? < .01 in model 6; 丫30= .521,p < .01 in model 8). As for the mediating role of 
proteges' personal learning for proteges' OCB (hypothesis 8a) and job involvement 
(hypothesis 8b), the four specific conditions recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) were 
tested in HLM analyses of this research. Firstly, the initial variables are significantly related to 
the outcome variables. This condition establishes that there is an effect that may be mediated. 
Secondly, the initial variables are significantly associated with the mediator. This condition 
essentially involves treating the mediator as if it were an outcome variable. Thirdly, the 
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mediator significantly affects the outcome variable. It is not sufficient just to correlate the 
mediator with the outcome; the mediator and the outcome may be correlated because they are 
both caused by the initial variables. Thus, the initial variable must be controlled in establishing 
the effect of the mediator on the outcome. Fourthly, to establish that a mediating variable 
completely mediates the relationship between initial and outcome variables, the effect of 
initiators on outcome controlling for mediator should be zero. The effects in both condition 3 
and 4 are estimated in the same model. If all of these four conditions are satisfied, then the 
data are consistent with the full mediating effect. If the first three conditions are met but 
condition four is not, then partial mediation or even non-mediation may be concluded 
considering the regression coefficient and p value change. If any of the first three conditions is 
not validated by the results, the mediating effect will not be defended by the data. 
Considering hypothesis 8a，the substantiation of hypotheses 1, 2, 3 and 6 revealed that 
the above conditions 2 and 3 were already gratified. Further, the results of model 5 in table 5-5 
demonstrate that autonomy support of the team climate (yoi = .345,/? < .01), autonomy support 
of mentors (Yio= .265’/? < .05), and proteges' autonomy orientation (720= .269, p < .05) were 
all significantly related to proteges OCB, so condition 1 was also fulfilled. Finally, the results 
of model 6 demonstrate that proteges' personal learning fully mediated the relations of 
autonomy support of mentors (710= .131,/? >.1) and autonomy orientation of proteges (720 
= . 1 6 0 , / ? � . l ) to proteges' OCB. Nevertheless, the mediating role of proteges' personal 
learning for the linkage between autonomy support of the team climate and proteges' OCB 
was only partially supported: the Gamma coefficient dropped from yoi= .345,p < .01 to yoi 
二 .339, /? < .01. Taken together, these results identify the full mediating impacts of proteges' 
personal learning on the relations of autonomy support of mentors and the autonomy 
orientation of proteges to proteges' OCB, but only partial mediating impact on the relation 
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between autonomy support of the team climate and proteges' OCB. Model 6 on the mediating 
effect of proteges' personal learning on proteges' OCB is: 
Level 1: Proteges ‘ OCB = pq/ + piy (Autonomy support of mentors) + P2/Autonomy 
orientation of proteges) + psy (proteges' personal learning) + P4/ (Age) + Ps/Sex) + Ps/Education) + 
pv/Tenure) + pg/Position) + pg/Job performance) + r^ 
Level 2: (3q/ = Too + Toi (Autonomy support of team climate) + U q j 
fe = 720 + U 2 j 
P37 = 730 
Likewise, conditions 2 and 3 for the mediation hypothesis 8b were first established in 
testing hypotheses 1，2，3，and 7. Unexpectedly, however, table 5-5 shows that autonomy 
support of the team climate failed to significantly affect proteges' job involvement (yoi = .173, 
p > .1), although both autonomy support of mentors (yio= .419,/? < .05) and autonomy 
orientation of proteges ( 7 2 0 = . 5 1 8 , < .01) were found to be significantly associated with 
proteges' job involvement (see model 7 in table 5-5). Consequently, autonomy support of the 
team climate was not added into the final model 8 for examining condition 4. The results of 
model 8 in table 5-5 specify that the association between autonomy support of mentors and 
proteges' job involvement was thoroughly mediated by personal learning (yio= .230 , /?� . l ) . 
Plus, the Gamma coefficient for proteges' autonomy orientation was reduced from 720= .518， 
p < .01 to 720= .318,/? < .01，which signified a partial mediation. In summary, this study found 
that proteges' personal learning thoroughly mediated the linkage between autonomy support of 
mentors and proteges' job involvement, though this study only identified a partial mediating 
effect of proteges' personal learning on the linkage between proteges' autonomy orientation 
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and proteges' job involvement. Model 8 on the mediating effect of proteges' personal learning 
on proteges' job involvement is: 
Level 1: Proteges 'job involvement = pq/ + piy (Autonomy support of mentors) + 
P2y(Autonomy orientation of proteges) + p3y (proteges' personal learning) + p4/ (Age) + P5/Sex)+ 
p67(Education) + P7y(Tenure) + pg/Position) + pg/Job performance) + r,) 
Level 2: poy = yoo 
Piy = TIO+^iy 
hj = 720 
P3y = 730 + " 3 y 
Table 5-5 The mediating effects of proteges' OCB and job involvement^ 
Proteges' Job 
Proteges* OCB Involvement 
Variables Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
1 Intercept 5.089** 5.105 ** 4.905 ** 4.908** 
2 Level 1 control variables 
Age -0.010 -0.002 -0.001 0.003 
Sex -0.002 0.024 0.178 0.076 
Education -0.039 -0.051 -0.165* -0.169** 
Tenure -0.003 0.003 0.005 0.016 
Position 0.163* 0.201** -0.068 -0.022 
Job performance -0.027 0.019 0.154* 0.156** 
3 Level 1 independent variables 
Autonomy support of mentors (yio) 0.265** 0.143 0.419* 0.230 
Autonomy orientation of proteges (720) 0.269* 0.076 0.518** 0.318 ** 
Proteges' personal learning ( 730) 0.337** 0.512 ** 
Sigma—squared 0.427 0.252 0.467 0.346 
4 Level 2 independent variable 
Autonomy support of team climate (Yio) 0.345** 0.292* 0.173 
Tau 0.316 0.370 0.221 0.278 
5 Homogeneity test of level-1 error 
variance 
^ 7.333 1.744 4.759 0.571 
df ^ ^ ^ 21 
Note: a The results in this table were based upon the Final Estimation of Fixed Effects Table in 
the HLM 6.02 output file as all the Chi-square tests of homogeneity of Level-1 error variance 
for the three models were not significant; N = 205, A < .05 < .01 (two-tailed). 
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Table 5-6 presents an overall summary of the hypothesis testing findings, which were 
further scrutinized and discussed in Chapter 5. It can be seen from table 5-6 that most of the 
hypotheses for this study were indeed supported by the data analyses. 
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Table 5-6 Overall results of hypotheses testing 
Personal Job 
Learning OCB Involvement 
1 Main Effects ^ ^: Autonomy support of team 
climate Confirmed 
H2: Autonomy support of 
mentors Confirmed 
H3: Autonomy orientation of 
proteges Confirmed 
H6: Proteges' personal 
learning Confirmed 
H7: Proteges' personal 
learning Confirmed 
2 Moderating H5a: Autonomy support of 
Effects team climate * Autonomy 
support of mentors Confirmed 
H5b: Autonomy support of 
team climate * Autonomy 
orientation of proteges Rejected 
3 Mediating H8a: Personal learning 
Effects mediates autonomy support of Partially 
team climate and OCB confirmed 
H8a: Personal learning 
mediates autonomy support of 
mentors and OCB Confirmed 
H8a: Personal learning 
mediates autonomy orientation 
of proteges and OCB Confirmed 
H8b: Personal learning 
mediates autonomy support of 
team climate and job 
involvement Rejected 
H8b: Personal learning 
mediates autonomy support of 
mentors and job involvement Confirmed 
H8b: Personal learning 
mediates autonomy orientation 
of proteges and job Partially 
involvement confirmed 
4 Comparisons H4: Autonomy support of team 
of Predictive climate�Autonomy support of 
Power mentors�Autonomy 
orientation of proteges Confirmed 
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
6.1 Discussion on findings 
Aimed at unfolding the complex motivational picture of proteges' learning in the 
mentoring process, this study draws upon the wisdom of self-determination theory and 
presents one of the first attempts to empirically examine and compare the multilevel 
motivational factors' direct and interacting impacts on proteges' learning in teams. I also go a 
step further by relating proteges' personal learning to important behavioral and attitudinal 
outcomes, OCB and job involvement, while investigating the potential mediating roles that 
proteges' personal learning plays in the mentoring process in a team setting. As Wanberg, et 
al.'s (2003) review on mentoring research advancement and Hezlett，s (2005) exploratory case 
study on proteges' learning noted, mentoring research is still under development and within 
the limited literature on mentoring, research about proteges' learning is in fact in its infancy. 
Obviously, this study should be considered a welcome development from the earlier states, 
where most of the mentoring researchers have not tried to interpret the learning process from a 
motivational perspective and have been overly attached to the mentoring outcomes. Earlier, 
Kram (1985a) clearly emphasized that mentoring research might have progressed substantially 
if a more complete theoretical framework on learning's antecedents and outcomes had come to 
exist. However, the establishment of this theoretical framework also necessitates new 
discoveries that digress from the existing approach. Obviously, my study is such an effort. 
The findings are also of value to both theory and practice as the empirical design has 
tried to reduce common method variance by using different data reporting sources and various 
types of measures. That is, proteges were asked to report their own autonomy orientation and 
job involvement, and evaluate the autonomy support received from mentors and the team 
climate. Team managers were responsible for assessing proteges' OCB. In addition, according 
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to aggregation analyses and justification, the final score of autonomy support of the team 
climate was the average of team members' individual scores, which therefore could represent 
the team consensus to some extent. Using the scenario method, the measure of proteges' 
autonomy orientation was different from other traditional measurement scales relying on self-
assessment items. Owing to the careful empirical design, the findings associated with this 
study are worthy of detailed interpretation. In particular, this study may contribute to 
mentoring and motivation literature in the following two regards一 the motivational 
determinants of proteges' learning, and the predicting and mediating roles of proteges' 
personal learning. 
6.1.1 The Motivational Determinants of Proteges' Personal Learning 
Notwithstanding that the understanding of the effects of mentoring functions on the 
positive outcomes related to mentors and proteges has been increasingly deepened, the 
research into the mechanism through which mentoring functions lead to outcomes remains less 
developed in mentoring literature. From the motivational lens of SDT, this study considers the 
impact of three cross-level motivational factors一 autonomy support of the team climate, 
autonomy support of mentors, and autonomy orientation of proteges— on proteges' personal 
learning that has already been identified as the most proximal mentoring outcome (Lankau & 
Scandura, 2002). The results further point out that the above three factors may work as a 
motivational mechanism to bridge the relationship between mentoring functions and proteges' 
outcomes. That is, this study implies that mentoring functions are exerting an effect on 
proteges' learning processes and outcomes by the motivational mechanism of autonomy 
support and autonomy orientation. 
In spite of the continuous call from the mentoring academy for a more integrated view 
on mentoring, there have been very few previous studies that not only considered the roles of 
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mentor and proteges together, but also integrated the external environmental influence beyond 
the dyadic mentor-protege relation in exploring the mentoring process and its outcomes. This 
is unfortunate, given that many trends in organizations, such as a move toward team-based 
work, have heightened the contextual influence on the traditional dyadic mentoring relations 
among employees (Howard, 1995). Interestingly and meaningfully, contextual role, 
interpersonal interaction, and intrapersonal propensity are all integrated into the theoretical 
model of this research drawing on the wisdom of SDT and the empirical results suggest that 
these predictors were positively related to the proximal and distal mentoring outcomes. What 
is also important is that the basic tenets of SDT are indeed replicated and verified by this study 
rooted in the mentoring arena. Furthermore, the findings also extend SDT significantly by 
providing a cross-level approach to autonomy support and autonomy orientation~ the two 
well-established antecedents of autonomous motivation in athletics, education, health care, and 
religion— in the work environment of business teams. Not only did most of the prior support 
for SDT come from laboratory and field studies in other domains rather than in work 
organization (Gagne, 2003)，but most of this support also did not pay enough heed to the 
influence from the higher-level actors, such as teams, on individual outcomes. 
Moreover, this study addresses the concern of Lankau and Scandura (2002) in their 
pioneering research on personal learning by taking into account the contextual characteristics 
of an organization, which can impact "social interaction patterns and demands for learning." 
Specifically, in addition to its direct effect on personal learning, autonomy support of the team 
climate was perceived as a positive moderator to strengthen the linkage between mentors' 
autonomy support and proteges' personal learning. This observation indicates that proteges do 
benefit from the team climate, which maintains good autonomy support for team members. 
Unexpectedly, the finding that the association between proteges' autonomy orientation and 
personal learning was not affected by the autonomy support received from the team climate, 
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however, is inconsistent with this study's prediction. A reasonable explanation for this 
inconsistency is that autonomy orientation refers to people's differences in orienting toward 
the initiation and regulation of their own behavior, and is usually described as a type of 
personal trait (Deci, 1985b), which seems not to be easily influenced by external actors and 
may remain relatively stable throughout the mentoring process in teams. As a result, it would 
be quite difficult for autonomy orientation of proteges to generate an interacting effect with 
other variables. 
Meaningfully, of the three motivators for proteges' personal learning, autonomy 
orientation had the strongest predictive power, then autonomy support of mentors, and finally 
autonomy support of the team climate, which was in accordance with initial propositions. This 
finding reiterates that individuals' learning would be most affected by their own personal 
differences——autonomy orientation, which is relatively enduring and unchangeable as 
compared to other external learning motivators. As such, organizations should be careful of 
selecting the job candidates with high autonomy orientation during the recruitment period so 
as to guarantee proteges' future learning quality under organizational work circumstances. The 
Chinese culture may shed more light on the varied effects of these three multilevel antecedents 
of proteges' personal learning. Chinese people are relationship-oriented. They tend to get more 
attached to their nearby leaders or mentors than the distant team climate. All the mentors of 
this study are also the team leaders. So this type of mentor may be expected to have more 
influence on proteges' learning: that is, the autonomy support from mentors may be more 
influential than the autonomy support of the team climate. Surely, the results of this paper 
need to be reexamined under different cultural contexts. It is possible that team climate is 
more effective than mentors in Western countries. 
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Also worthy of mentioning, in testing the three motivational factors' main effects, this 
study ruled out the impact from proteges' tenure, position, and sales performance as the 
representative of one's ability, besides controlling for some demographic variables (education, 
sex, and age). One would expect that, as individuals gain more tenure with an organization, 
they would become more familiar with the organizational culture and hidden language 
(Fogarty, 2000) and consequently master job-related skills more effectively and efficiently. 
Independent of the length of service, those who occupy higher levels within the corporate 
hierarchy tend to have better access to internal information of the organization and may 
become more knowledgeable than lower-level folks (Ragins & Cotton，1993). Additionally, a 
person's former performance may be associated with his or her subsequent reported learning 
result (Black & Deci, 2000) in that the well-performing employee might have already been 
equipped with rich knowledge on how to fulfill job responsibility and maintain good relations 
with coworkers. 
6.1.2 The Predicting and Mediating Roles of Proteges' Personal Learning 
Findings from this study support Lankau and Scandura's (2002) assertion that personal 
learning may foster proteges' positive feelings about their work. As shown in the hypothesis 
testing, personal learning promoted proteges' involvement in their jobs. Plus, this study 
contributes to mentoring and learning research by further exposing that individual employees' 
behavior, such as ex-role performance (OCB), would be improved by personal learning as well. 
These findings highlight the importance of personal learning in developing individuals' 
positive attitudes and behaviors in organizations. Specifically, this study has broken new 
ground by providing solid evidence about the relationship between personal learning and OCB 
that has been a heated research topic in organizational behavior areas in the past two decades. 
The persistence with which OCB has been studied demonstrates the valuable effect that these 
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behaviors have on both academy and practice, and the extent to which organizations have 
come to rely on the meaningfulness of OCB when appraising the performance of individuals 
and teams (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Fetter, 1991; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997). At the 
present time, identifying the antecedents of OCB is still the focus of OCB research (Comeau 
& Griffith, 2005). The past empirical research has focused on four major categories of 
antecedents of OCB: individual (or employee) characteristics, task characteristics, 
organizational characteristics, and leadership behaviors (Podsakoff et al.，2000). Unfortunately, 
the mechanisms through which these antecedents affect citizenship behaviors are not always 
clear. In this sense, the finding that personal learning has a significant effect on OCB is 
valuable, as it appears to be a more adjacent predictor and may act as the bridge between a 
variety of predictors and OCB. For example, leaders' role-modeling behavior has been 
proposed to promote OCB directly through social learning processes (Podsakoff et al, 2000). 
In this study, proteges' personal learning also acted as a full or partial mediator 
between the three cross-level motivational variables and proteges' outcomes. This result 
would be of help to shed light on the process of how autonomy support and autonomy 
orientation may impact employees' attitudinal and behavioral consequences in the workplace. 
Personal learning's pivotal role, unpacked by this study, may be an important theoretical and 
empirical contribution to SDT literature. Although both autonomy support and autonomy 
orientation have already been related to some individual work outcomes in organizations (Deci 
et al., 1989; Gagne & Deci, 2003), researchers have not clearly interpreted the course whereby 
these two factors may bring positive outcomes to employees. 
The finding that autonomy support of the team climate was not associated with job 
involvement is somewhat surprising, given that Gagne & Deci (2003) discussed a number of 
plausible theoretical reasons why autonomy support ought to affect employees' job attitudes. 
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This inconsistency may be due largely to the relatively large effect distance from autonomy 
support of team climate to job involvement. Compared to the other two individual-level 
motivational factors, autonomy support of the team climate as a team-level variable was the 
most distant from proteges' consequences, and is thereby expected to exert the weakest effect 
on them. Another interesting but unexpected finding was the partial mediating role of personal 
learning in between autonomy orientation of proteges and job involvement. This may further 
underscore the unparalleled predictive power of autonomy orientation among the three 
antecedents; that is to say, personal learning failed to overcome the positive impact of 
autonomy orientation on job involvement, although it successfully did so in the case of 
autonomy support. Or alternatively, there may be other possible mediators active in between 
motivational predictors and individual outcomes. Even though the existing empirical evidence 
has been supportive of these surmises, additional evidence is needed to elucidate the additional 
mediating mechanisms in the learning process of proteges. 
6.2 Implications 
The findings of this paper present useful insights to business practitioners. The twenty-
first century is a period of the knowledge economy, which requires organizational members to 
not only have an extensive stock of knowledge, but also to know how to keep that knowledge 
updated, employ it in daily practice, and function as part of a team, which is now evolving to 
be a primary business unit within the organization (Kreis-Hoyer & Gruenberg-Bochard, 2006). 
While knowledge is a content, which a person possesses or not, learning is a process, which 
leads toward knowledge acquisition and finally decides the quality and quantity of a person's 
knowledge. For the sake of prompting the responses of employees to external changes and 
promoting their engagement in learning, the use of teams as well as the interaction of team 
members has been on the rise. Under the circumstances of teamwork, team members with 
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different backgrounds, abilities, and perspectives are encouraged to interact with and leam 
from each other by organizations (King & Rowe, 1999; Strachan, 1996). In this regard, this 
study has already given sufficient support to the prominent role of the team as a learning 
forum that impacts the process and results of individual learning. Business practitioners may 
consider giving increased preference to the utilization of teams in daily operations in order to 
enhance organizational and individual performance. 
Moreover, the results of this study also illuminate that management can be effective in 
the team-based learning process and in turn equip proteges with an excellent learning 
environment in which to acquire the requisite job-related and personal development 
knowledge through “autonomy management practice". Autonomy management can be defined 
as the variety of ways by which peoples' autonomous motivation is stimulated (e.g. proteges' 
autonomously motivated learning) in an organization, which may in turn generate verifiable 
positive results to both organizations and individuals, such as OCB, job involvement, and so 
forth. The appeal of autonomy management is that it seeks to address the basic human need for 
personal significance and growth, and is thereby able to be robust across different cultures and 
geographies. Autonomy management favors a collectivist approach, emphasizing the 
importance of working together and caring for each other as well, which may be 
complementary and stimulating to such beneficial organizational practices as empowerment 
and conflict management. For instance, considering employees' learning in the work 
environment of teams, three steps of autonomy management practice can be implemented by 
the management to facilitate autonomous learning motivation among employees according to 
the findings of this thesis. 
First of all, in accordance with person-organization fit (Cable & Judge, 1997; 
Schneider, 1987), this study proposes that organizations may, to some degree, have control 
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over the team-based learning process by selecting the "right" team members. At the 
recruitment stage, the personnel staff may need to carefully assess job candidates' strength of 
autonomy orientation. Those candidates high in autonomy orientation should be admitted into 
the organization in that they may more readily seek activities that are interesting and 
challenging, take greater responsibility for their own behaviors, and be thus more inclined to 
become autonomously motivated learners in teams. Secondly, however, proteges' learning can 
keep promoted through assigning them with suitable mentors and building up a beneficial 
team climate, even after proteges are screened according to their degree of autonomy 
orientation. That is, besides considering a potential mentor's experience and ability, the 
management may want to capitalize on SDT inventories or assessments that can help identify 
the extent to which the mentor is autonomy-supportive. An autonomy-supportive mentor 
might, for example, endeavor to provide proteges with more information and choices while 
encouraging them to use the knowledge gained in solving a problem in their own way. For 
example, while asking proteges to finish a job task, the autonomy-supportive mentor first 
expresses his or her full confidence in the ability of proteges and then informs them of the 
specific task requirements and possible engagement methods. In contrast, a non autonomy-
supportive mentor might pressure proteges to behave in particular ways, employing either 
coercive or seductive techniques that generally include implicit or explicit rewards or 
punishments. An example would be that a mentor who tells proteges they have to solve 
problems in a particular way in order to get a reward and avoid punishment in the very near 
future. Besides, according to SDT and the empirical results of this study, autonomy-supportive 
contexts tend to maintain or enhance autonomous motivation and promote autonomously 
motivated learning, while controlling contexts tend to undermine autonomous learning 
motivation and decrease learning quality. Therefore, even after selecting new employees and 
assigning mentors to them, organizations can continue to improve team-based learning by 
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fostering a team climate that is supportive of autonomy. To achieve this, particularly the top 
management and team leaders should strive to think from the perspectives of lower-level 
employees when making decisions, offer subordinates enough information and choices about 
when and how to do their jobs, and introduce job requirements in an encouraging rather than 
coercing way. Then, team subordinates may feel better respected by managers, take more 
interest in their jobs, and start to contribute more to maintaining such a favorable work climate 
by treating their peers in the same ways as managers do. In consequence, an autonomy-
supportive team climate would be gestated from implementing such practices on a daily basis 
throughout the whole organization. 
To sum up, in view of the unpacked motivational antecedents and positive outcomes of 
personal learning in this study, it is worthwhile for the management to engage in managing 
autonomy and developing autonomy-supportive organizational mechanisms in the epoch of 
the knowledge economy. Autonomy management may work as a promising alternative to the 
traditional ways of generating optimal performance of employees due to its benefits for both 
employees and organizations. It can be expected that organizations competent in autonomy 
management will possess a competitive advantage that can help them survive and thrive amid 
tremendous changes in the multinational context. 
6.3 Limitations and Directions for Future Research 
The results of this study should be explained in light of its limitations so that these 
limitations can be coped with in future studies. First, although with the construct of autonomy 
orientation, this study took into consideration personal differences in echoing the aspects of 
the external environment that facilitate autonomous motivation, the impact of personality on 
personal learning and other outcomes has not been examined or eliminated. Of the Big Five 
personality traits, openness to experience has already been labeled as an excellent predictor of 
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artistic and scientific creativity (Feist, 1998). Open proteges are very likely to emerge as active 
learners in teams, because they are expected to be more open and attuned to the various 
knowledge and differences in teams (McCrae & Costa 1987; Liu, Wong, & Fu，2006). The 
agreeableness trait has been proven to be associated with altruism, warmth, generosity, and 
cooperativeness (Costa & McCrae，1992). Agreeable proteges may therefore appear to have 
better mutually effective interaction with mentors and team members, which may in turn 
promote personal learning, stimulate involvement in jobs, and encourage individuals to display 
more helping behavior. Additionally, proteges' extraversion and Type A personality have been 
found to be positively associated with the amount of mentoring functions received by proteges 
(Aryee et a l , 1999; Turban & Dougherty，1994). Future research may either investigate the 
interaction effects of autonomy orientation with personality traits or may try to control for the 
influence from personality variables. 
Second, one crucial assumption for SDT and the theoretical model of this study is that 
people do not vary significantly in their autonomy need strength and are naturally prone to the 
satisfaction of this need. In this sense, this assumption, however, may not be valid given the 
power of culture, social context and situational factors, which can result in salient changes to 
human beings' autonomy need strength. It has been noted that people do differ in their growth 
need strength and the variations in growth need do moderate the link between job 
characteristics and work outcomes (Hackman & Oldham，1975). Similarly, the motivational 
antecedents may not be equally meaningful to proteges with varied degrees of autonomy need. 
As proposed by Vallerand (2000), more studies on individual differences in psychological 
need strength are urgently needed so that the motivational process and outcomes can be better 
expounded upon. Future research may help shed light on the relationships between autonomy 
support and autonomy orientation and personal outcomes by exploring (1) which factors and 
mechanisms are salient in autonomy need strength variation, (2) whether varied autonomy 
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need strength does in fact change the potency of the relationships between motivational 
antecedents and outcomes, and (3) how to control for or include the effects from the factors 
and mechanisms that affect autonomy need strength in examining autonomous learning 
motivation process. 
Third, I also believe that there are some contextual and situational factors that may 
moderate or mediate the established associations among the investigated variables. The 
literature on mentoring relations and SDT has given suggestions on the possible moderators or 
mediators for the effectiveness of motivational predictors. The differences of mentors and 
proteges in the demographic characteristics may exert an impact on proteges' perceptions of 
mentoring relationships and may lead them to enthusiastic involvement in learning (Lankau, 
Riordan & Thomas, 2005). Scandura & Williams (2004) reported that respondents with 
supervisory mentors, who engaged in transformational leadership tended to receive higher 
levels of career mentoring than respondents with non-supervisory mentors. So, 
transformational leadership may also work as a moderator for the tested relations in this study. 
Moreover, the results of formal and informal mentoring relationships do differ in significant 
ways (Ragins & Cotton，1999). Given this, in future research, scholars might consider the 
manner in which these contextual and situational factors can play a role in proteges' 
autonomous learning process. 
Fourth, the measurement scales should be refined with more generalizable respondents 
in future endeavors. Although the measures for autonomy orientation, personal learning, and 
outcome variables of this article were from well-established scales, the validity of autonomy 
support of the team climate was in need of further scrutiny because it was adapted from a scale 
that emphasizes too heavily the role of managers in forming the work climate (Deci et al, 
1989). As a matter of fact, there has yet to be a better-validated SDT scale to measure the 
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contextual autonomy support of higher-level units in the organization. Future research might 
expand on this study's findings by developing and employing a more trustworthy scale to 
measure the autonomy support from teams or other organizational units. A biased sample will 
produce biased results. As to this study's sample insurance company, which uses a 
commission-based salary system, employees are expected to be more involved in their jobs in 
order to acquire a satisfactory income than those working in other types of business companies. 
As a result, the job involvement data should be interpreted with caution. Surely, totally 
excluding all bias is almost impossible; however, in future studies, a more generalizable 
sample should be chosen to replicate the established relations among the variables of this 
study. 
Fifth, one might criticize this study because the findings are derived from cross-
sectional data, which limits causal inferences. Thus, despite the theoretically inferred causal 
relationships depicted in Figure 1-1，I can only gauge the extent of an association between the 
variables. Especially the direction of causality between personal learning and job involvement 
may be the reverse one of what was concluded: high job involvement may stimulate proteges 
to be active in learning. Future research design may employ longitudinal data and/or use 
laboratory and field experiments to trace the causality direction of variables, thereby exposing 
more clearly and thoroughly the underlying cause and effect relations between the key 
variables in this study. Related to this, the threat of common method bias affecting our results 
cannot be overlooked. In particular, the correlation between personal learning and job 
involvement was so high, p = .5\,p < .01, that one may conclude the existence of common 
method variance between these two variables. But there are a couple of reasons that minimize 
this concern for this particular study. First, OCB was rated by proteges' immediate managers 
and autonomy support of the team climate was the team average. Thus, any of the 
relationships involving the above two variables was not affected by common method bias. 
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Second, if common method bias was a serious concern, we would not have observed the 
pattern of relationships we did in this study. More specifically, if a common method had 
inflated the correlations among the variables obtained from the proteges, I would have 
observed the relationships among autonomy support of mentors, autonomy orientation of 
proteges, personal learning, and job involvement to be stronger (as compared to those 
correlations associated with OCB and autonomy support of the team climate). Rather, the beta 
coefficients associated with job involvement were generally slightly smaller than those 
associated with OCB except for in the case of personal learning. In addition, I found a partial 
mediating effect of personal learning on the association between autonomy orientation of 
proteges and job involvement, but a full mediating effect of personal learning on the 
association between autonomy orientation of proteges and OCB; no mediating effect of 
personal learning on the association between autonomy support of the team climate and job 
involvement, but partial mediating effect of personal learning on the association between 
autonomy support of team climate and OCB. This is in contrast with what would have been 
expected if common method bias was at work. Thus, common method bias is not likely to be a 
plausible alternative explanation for the current sets of findings. Nonetheless, future studies 
could ask mentors or team leaders to evaluate proteges' personal learning as well as obtain 
longitudinal data to strengthen the research design. 
Overall, SDT represents a very promising new approach for a variety of organizational 
research topics and personal learning is also clearly associated with numerous individual and 
organizational positive outcomes today. In these two regards, there are many more void areas 
for researchers to fill in and contribute to a better understanding of organizational phenomena 
and providing business practitioners with insightful guidance. My hope is that by theoretically 
building up and empirically testing the linkages in this study, more organizational scholars 
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will embark on the substantive research regarding how to further scrutinize and extend these 
linkages in order to assist organizations in designing better mentoring programs. 
6.4 Conclusion 
The overall goal of this study is not only to help guide the management who are 
interested in implementing mentoring practice in the organization, but also to draw scholarly 
attention to SDT as a new conceptual tool for organizational researchers and its application in 
an underdeveloped area of mentoring: motivational impact on proteges' learning process and 
outcomes. The results suggest that multilevel motivational constructs correlated with proteges' 
personal learning: that is, autonomy support of the team climate, autonomy support of mentors, 
and autonomy orientation of proteges all exerted significant positive influence on the personal 
learning of proteges; meanwhile, there existed a positive interaction effect of the two types of 
autonomy support on personal learning; of the three motivational predictors, autonomy 
orientation of proteges, which represented individual difference, had the strongest predictive 
power for personal learning but autonomy support of team climate, which characterized the 
contextual role, tended to be the weakest predictor. The results further suggest that personal 
learning led to proteges' positive changes in both behavior and attitude一 OCB and job 
involvement. Interestingly, the three motivational antecedents could drive proteges' positive 
OCB and job involvement via the pivotal role of personal learning as well. Based upon these 
findings and related analyses, this study calls for importing "autonomy management practice" 
into organizational daily operation in that it appears to be instrumental in fostering employees' 
a variety of autonomous motivations— for example, proteges' autonomous learning 
motivation as studied in this thesis, and in turn favorable consequences to both personal and 
organizational development in the transforming epoch of a knowledge-based economy. 
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APPENDIX: SURVEY INSTRUMENT 


















Branch Code: Agent Code: 
Mentor Code: Mentor Name: 
Part A 是關於您與您的 manager 的關係問題 ° The following questions are about the 
relationship between you and your manager.對於以下的問題，請用相應的數位描述您的 
看法° 1〜7代表您對以下描述的認同程度。T代表您非常不同意’ “7”代表您非常同意。 
Please read and use a corresponding figure (1, strongly disagree 〜7，strongly agree) to 
describe the extent to which you agree with the statement. 
常 似 有 基 非 
不 不 乎 些 本 常 
請圈選出您對以下描述的同意程度： ： 5 5 5 S E 2 
1.我的manager能理解我。 
My manager understands me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2.我的manager相信我有能力做好工作。 
My manager conveys confidence in my ability to do 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
well in job. 
3.我的manager給予我自主權。 
My manager provides me choices and options. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
_4.我的manager鼓勵我提問。 
My manager encourages me to ask questions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5.我的manager聽取我對工作的意見° “ “ “ “ “ “ 丁 
My manager listens to how I would like to do things. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
~6.作出建議之前’我的manager•會努力瞭解我對事 
' 晴 難 ° 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 My manager tries to understand how I see things 
before suggesting a new way to do things. 
Pat B: g下問題都是由關於您與您的Manager，還有其他同事所組成的工作團隊的看法， 
請您標示出相應的認同程度。The following questions center on your opinions on your 
work team. 
# 
常 似 有 基 非 
不 不 乎 些 本 常 
請圈選出您對以下描述的同意程度： 同 同 同 同 同 同 同 
^^ y©. ^^ 
1. 我團隊裏面成員對於我如何完成工作給予很大 
自主權。My team members give me a great deal of 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
choice about how to do my job and how to handle 
problems I encounter. 
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2.我團隊裏面成員所作出的決定會儘量顧及別人的感 ^ 
受。 1 2 3 
The decisions made by my team members give the ^ ^ 
best consideration to others' situation. 
3.我從團隊成員裏得到的反饋大都是建設性的、有助 
於我更好地完成工作。 
Most of the feedback I receive from my team 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 




1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
In my job, there are guidelines and regulations that 
let me know what to do in almost every situation. 
5.我的團隊是合作性的。 —^^ ~ “ ‘ ^ 
The team is cooperative. 
6.我的團隊是彈性的。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The team is flexible. 
7.在我的團隊裏’我感到很放鬆。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel relaxed in the team. 
8.在我的團隊裏，我很少感到有壓力。 
• , 」 r , .. , 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I seldom feel pressured in the team. 
Part C:以下假設性問題各描述一個情景，請您儘量置身其中，選出最適合答案。These 
items pertain to a series of hypothetical sketches. Each sketch describes an incident and 
lists three ways of responding to it. Please read each sketch, imagine yourself in that 
situation, and then consider each of the possible responses. 
常 似 有 基 非 
不 不 乎 些 本 常 
可 可 可 可 可 可 可 
能 能 能 能 能 能 能 
1.當您在一個已工作一段時間的公司裏，知道將被調到一個新的崗位。最先映入您腦海中的可能 
是什麼問題？ You have been offered a new position in a company where you have worked for some time. 
The first question that is likely to come to mind is: 
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a)如果我不能勝任新工作崗位，那該怎麼辦？ What if “ 
I can't live up to the new responsibility? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b)在新工作崗位，我會賺更多的錢嗎？ Will I make “ 
more at this position? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c)新的工作崗位是不是一份有趣的工作？ I wonder if “ 
the new work will be interesting. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2.您的朋友有一個令您非常不快的習慣，您會怎麼反應？ Your friend has a habit that annoys you to 
the point of making you angry. It is likely that you would: 
a)每次當您注意到他這個習慣’就當面指出來。這 
樣，他就會改掉這個習慣° Point it out each time you i 2 3 4 5 6 7 
notice it, that way maybe he(she) will stop doing it. 
b)不予理採，因爲指出這個習慣，沒有任何益處。 
Try to ignore the habit because talking about it won't do ^ 2 3 4 5 6 7 
any good anyway. 
c)設法瞭解您的朋友爲什麼會有這樣的習慣；以 一 
及，爲何這個習慣會令您不快。Try to understand 
why your partner does it and why it is so upsetting for 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
you. 
3.您的同性摯友最近脾氣很差’且莫名其妙的對你發火0你會怎麼做？ A close (same-sex) friend of 
yours has been moody lately, and has become very angry with you over "nothing." You might: 
a)與他（她）分享您的感受，找出事情的原委。 “ 
Share your observations with him/her and try to find out 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
what is going on for him/her. 
b)不與他（她）計較，因爲您改變不了他（她）° “ 
Ignore it because there's not much you can do about it 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
anyway. 
c)告訴他（她）只有當他（她）能控制住自己的情 ‘ 
緒，您才會與他(她)繼續相處下去�Tell him/her that 
you're willing to spend time together if and only if he/she 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
makes more effort to control himself /herself. 
4.您朋友的女兒是;^學裏的一年級學生，她的學業表現很差。您的朋友問您應該怎樣做’才能幫 
助他的女兒儘快提高 ° 你的建議是：Your friend's younger sister is a freshman in college. Your friend 
tells you that she has been doing badly and asks you what he (she) should do about it. You advise him 
(her) to: 
a)與女兒好好談談’設法瞭解她學業表現差的原 
因 ° Talk it over with her and try to see what is going on 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
for her. 
b)不予理探，因爲您朋友很難改變他的女兒。Not 




要，所以她應更爲努力。Tell her it's important for 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
_her to do well, so she should be working harder. 
5.您被邀請參加一個大型party ’但沒有幾個參加者是您認識的。您會怎麼做？ You have been 
invited to a large party where you know very few people. You would likely expect that: 
無論如何，您都會設法融入其中，度過一個快樂 一 
的時光，避免進M： ° You'll try to fit in with whatever is ^ 
happening in order to have a good time and not to look 3 4 5 6 7 
_bad 
您會設法找到您能溝通的人，進行交流。You’ll ^ “ “ ~ 
find some people with whom you can relate. 3 4 5 6 7 
c)您會感到被孤立’不被關注。Yoii’ll probably feel 一 
somewhat isolated and unnoticed. 3 4 5 6 7 
6.您發現您的朋友做事，常常不顧及您的感受，您會怎麼做？ You feel that your friend is being 
inconsiderate. You would probably: 
T)找機會向他指明您對她的不滿，因爲也許他還沒 “ 
有意識到他已經使您感到不快° Find an opportunity to ^ 
explain why it bothers you; he (she) may not even realize 3 4 5 6 7 
how much it is bothering you. 
'b)什麼也不說，因爲如果他真地在乎您這個朋友的 ~ "“ 
雲舌’他就會設法瞭解您的感受�Say nothing; if your 彳 ^ o 
friend really cares about you he (she) would understand ^ 5 6 7 
how you fell. 
要求您的朋友注意您的感受。否則，您也會像他 "“ 
對待您那樣’對待他 ° Demand that your friend start 3 4 
being more considerate; otherwise you'll respond in 5 6 7 
Jcjnd. 
7.您與您的朋友計畫一起去度假’並正在安排具體行程’您會怎麼做？ When you and your friend 
are making plans for holiday, it is likely that you would: 
^讓您的朋友去安排具體行程，因爲或許她不會接 ‘ ~ 
受/您0勺建議�Leave it up to your friend; he (she) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
probably wouldn't want to do what you'd suggest. 
與您的朋友一起討論，找出共同喜歡的活動Each “ 
makes suggestions and then decides together on 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 
something that you both feel like doing. 
c)設法讓您的朋友接受你的建議。Talk your friend ‘ 




享常同意。Part D is concerning your learning motives and results for your job. Please 
read and use a corresponding figure (1’ strongly disagree 〜7，strongly agree) to 
describe the extent to which you agree with the statement. 
常 似 有 基 非 
不 不 乎 些 本 常 
同 同 同 同 同 同 同 
您爲何要學習各項工作技能？因爲, 意 I 意 I 意 I 意 I 意 I 意 I 意 
1.我本來就喜歡學習。Because I simply enjoy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
learning. 
2.在我的公司裏面，學習對我而言是至關重要的、有 
益的。Because learning in my company is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
important and beneficial for me 
3.如果不學習，我就會感覺很差° Because I would “ “ “ “ “ “ 
feel bad about myself if I didn't do it. ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
4.學習對我而言是有趣、快樂的。Because it is fun ： ： “ “ “ , . . .. 1 z o 4 o b 7 and interesting. 
5.如果我在公司裏努力學習，其他人會更加欣賞我。 
Because others like me better when I am learning 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
actively in the company 
6.我擔心會太落後於他人。Because l’d be afraid of “ “ “ . g ~ 
falling too far away from peers. 
7.學習能夠幫助我更好的工作。Because it helps me ^ 3 4 5 q 
work better. 
8.學習對我個人來講就是很重要° Because it is ^ ^ 3 4 5 6 
personally important to me to learn 
9.我感到壓力’督促我去努力學習。Because I feel “ “ ‘ “ “ “ 
1 z o 4 o b 7 pressured to leam 
10.努力學習是我的重要價値觀之一 ° Because I 2 3 4 5 6 7~ 
have a strong value for learning actively 
11.發現和掌握新知識是我在這個公司裏面的樂趣之 
一 ° For the pleasure of discovering and mastering 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
new knowledge in the company. 
9. 我想讓其他人看到我在努力學習。Because I ^ 3 4 5 6 
want others to see me as learning actively 
通過學習， 
13.我對公司整體情況的掌握有所增加。丨have 
increased my knowledge about the company as a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
whole. 
14.我已經瞭解到別人對我及我的工作的看法。I 
have learned about others' perceptions about me or 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
my job. 
15.我現在比較瞭解我自己的工作及我所在的team 
如何對別人施以影響。丨have better understood 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
how my job or team affects others. 
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16.我現在對公司政治的瞭解得比以前多。丨have 
had a better sense of organizational politics. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17.我已經學會了如何有效地與別人溝通。丨have 
learned how to communicate effectively with 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
others. 
18.我對如何做我的工作有新的想法。I have ~ ~ ~ 
developed new ideas about how to perform my job. 
19.我對別人的感覺和態度比以前要敏感多了。I “ 
have become more sensitive to others' feelings and 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
attitudes. 
20.我已經學會了一些新的技能。I have gained new “ 
skills. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Part E是關於您對工作以及公司的一些問題’請用相應的數位描述您的看法。1〜7代表您 
對以下描述的認同程度° “1”代表您非常不同意，"7"代表您非常同意。Part E is concerning 
your opinions toward your work and company. Please read and use a corresponding 
figure (1, strongly disagree 〜7, strongly agree) to describe the extent to which you agree 
with the statement. 
非 
常 似 有 基 非 
不 不 乎 些 本 常 
同 同 同 同 同 同 同 
請圈選出您對以下描述的同意程度： 意 I 意 I 意 I i I 意 I 意 I 意 
1.在我身上發生的絕大多數重要事情都是與我的工作 
有關的。The most important things that happen to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
me involve my present job. 
2.我生活中的最大滿足來源於我的工作。 ^ ~ ‘ ‘ ^ g 
The major satisfaction in my life comes from my job. 
3.我個人非常潛心於工作。丨am very much involved 
„ . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
personally in my job. 
4.我與工作同呼吸、共命運。丨live, eat. and breathe ^ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
my job. 
5.我的個人生活當中的大部分目標都是以工作爲導向 “ ‘ “ “ “ ~ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 的。Most of my personal life goals are job-oriented. 
6.我對這家公司感情很深。丨feel emotionally attached ‘ ： ‘ ‘ 
. . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
to this organization 
7.我在公司裏有“大家庭的一員”的感覺。丨feel like ‘ ~ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
part of the family at my company. 
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8.留在這家公司對我來說很有意義。This c o m p a n y P ^ ~ ^ ^ ^ 丁 
has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 
9.我很樂意在這家公司長期工作’直至退休。丨would 
be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
company. 
10.我真地覺得公司所面臨的問題，就是我自己所面臨 
的問題。丨 really feel as if this company's problems 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
are my own. 
11.我有很強的“我是屬於這家公司的人”的感覺。1 ‘ ‘ “ ‘ “ ‘ 
1 2 0 4 5 6 7 
feel a strong sense of belonging to my company. 
Part F:以下問題都是由兩個意義相反的形容詞構成，請您標示出相應的認同程度。如 
問題中，T代表您非常“務實(Down to earth)”，"7"代表您認爲自己非常“富想像 
(Imaginative)"，數値2〜6則代表您處於中間的某一程度上° Each item consists of two 
adjectives that represent opposite meaning, please select the number that best 
describe your personality using "1 〜7." 
Down to earth 務 實 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 富想像 Imaginative 
Narrow interests 少愛好 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 多愛好 Broad interests 
Uncurious 不好奇 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 好奇 Curious 
Unadventurous 不愛冒險 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 愛冒險 Daring 
Prefer routine 喜歡常規 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 喜歡變化 Prefer variety 
Conforming 服從 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 獨立自主丨ndependent 
Disagreeable 难相处 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 易相处 Agreeable 
Uncooperative 不合作 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 合作 Cooperative 
Callous 硬心腸 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 有同情心 Sympathetic 
Suspicious 多疑 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 信任別人 Trusting 
Critical 愛批評 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 寬厚 Lenient 
Narrow-minded不容易接受新事物 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 容易接受新事物Open-minded 
Part G:背景資訊 Background Information 
以下是有關您本人的一些情況 The following are about the background information of 
yourself. 
(1)您的年齡 Age ： m Years 
(2)您的性別Gender ： 
• 女 Female 
• 男 Male 
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(3)您的教育程度 The highest education level you completed ： 
• 小 學 primary school 
• 初 丰 / Middle school 
• 中 專 Technical school 
• 高 High school / 職業高中 Vocational high school 
• 本 科 College/Undergraduate 
• 由 究 院 Graduate school 
(4)您從事"人壽保險”工作的時間 How many years have you worked in this industry ？: 
年 Years 
(5)您在宏利工作的時間丫our tenure in Manulife ： 年Years 
(6)您現在的職位 Your current Position ： 
• Insurance Advisor -保險顧問 
• Financial Advisor -理財顧問 
• Financial Planner Officer- 辩策劃顧問 
• Senior Insurance Advisor -高,被無險顧齒 
• Senior Financial Advisor -高 k理財顧問 






(7)您去年的銷售業績屬於哪一級？ Which club level did your sales belong to last 
year?" 
• Ordinary基本會員 
• Preferred 進 階 會 ^ 
• Senior Qualifying 高級會員 
• President's Division 資深會員 
• President's Council 精英會員 
• Superstar巨星會員 
• Diamond Club鑽石會員 













ppfu@cuhk .edu.hk，或打 6104-9486 找劉東也行。劉東的 e-mail 是： 




Branch Code: Agent Code: 
Part A:以下這部分是讓您評價您與您的agents所組成團隊的整體情況。請盡可能仔 
細地閱讀每一項陳述，用相應的數値描述您的看法° T代表您非常不同意，“7”代表您 
非常同意 ° The following questions ask your opinions about the general situation in 
the team consisting of you and your agents. Please read and use a corresponding 
number to describe the extent to which you agree with the corresponding statement, 
"1" representing "strongly disagree" and "7" representing "strongly agree." 
R H r ~ ~ — 
常 似 有 基 # 
不 不 乎 些 本 胃 
我所在的團隊裏， 2 5 S S E 同 同 
1.對於如何完成工作，大家相互給予很大的自主權。 
My team members give each other a great deal of 
choice about how to do their jobs and how to handle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
problems they encounter. 
2.團隊成員所作出的決定通常顧及別人的感受。 — s 
The decisions made by my team members usually 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
give consideration to others' situation. 
3.團隊成員間相互得到的反饋大都是建設性的、有助 — s s 
於大家更好地完成工作。 
Most of the feedback team members receive from 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 




In my team, there are guidelines and regulations that 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
let team members know what to do in almost every 
situation. 
5.我的團隊是合作性的。 “ - “ “ “ ^ 
The team is cooperative. 1 z 4 5 6 7 
6.我的團隊是彈性的。 ； “ “ “ 
The team is flexible. ^ z. 6 ^ ^ 6 7 
7.團隊成員感到很放鬆。 “ - “ “ “ 、 
Team members feel relaxed in the team. 1 2 4 5 6 7 
8.團隊成員很少感到有壓力。 
Team members seldom feel pressured in the team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Part B 是關於您與您的 agents 的關係問題�The following questions are concerning 
the relations between you and your agents.對於以下的問題，請用相應的數位描述您 
的看法° 1〜7代表您對以下描述的認同程度° “1”代表您非常不同意，“7”代表您非常 
同意 0 Please read and use a corresponding figure (1，strongly disagree 〜7, strongly 
agree) to describe the extent to which you agree the statement. 
. I 非 I 
常 似 有 基 非 
不 不 乎 些 本 常 
請圈選出您對以下描述的同意程度： 5 5 2 2 2 同 同 
思 I 蒽 I 思 I 思 I 思 I 意 意 
1 .我能理解我的agent s� 1 2 3 4 5 7 
I can understand my agents. o b 7 
2.我讓agents感到我相信他（她）們有能力做好工 ‘ 
作。 1 2 3 4 S f i 7 I convey confidence in the ability of my agents to do o o / 
well in the job. 
3.我給我的agents自主權。 “ ‘ 
I provide my agents with choices and options. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4.我鼓勵我的agents提問。 ‘ — 
I encourage my agents to ask questions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5.我聽取我的agents對他（她）們工作的意見。 “ 
I listen to how my agents would like to do things. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6.作出建議之前’我會努力瞭解我的agents對事情 
° 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I try to understand how my agents see things before ’ 
suggesting a new way to do things. 
Part C :評估 agents (Evaluation on agents) 
請把每個agent在每道題中的相應得分，分別塡寫在他們所對應的空格下面。1�7代表您對以 
下問題中agents表現的認同程度。"1”代表您非常不同意’ "7"代表您非常同意。Please fill out 
the blank grid corresponding to each subordinate and question according to a 7 point scale (1, 
strongly disagree 〜7, strongly agree). 
For example : 
The agent... A B O D E 
^ 333087 305145 334297 322335 327235 
Cindy Leo David Candy Mike 
Lu Wong Lee Song Yiu 
花時間幫助同事解決工作上的問題0 Gives of their ^ 4 一^ \ \~~ 
time to help others who have work-related problems. 
見客戶時’保持專業形象。Maintains a professional 5 5 5 7 4 
image when meeting clients. 
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開始評估start to evaluate ..…. 
r ^ r ® [ c [ D [ E 
The agent... 
1.已比較瞭解他（她）自己的工作對別人的 
影響。Has better understood how his/her job 
affects others. 
2.對公司整體情況的掌握有所增加。Has 
increased his/her knowledge about the 
company as a whole. 
3.已經瞭解到別人對他（她）及其工作的看 
法。Has learned about others' perceptions 
about him/her or his/her job. 
4.對他（她）工作以外的一些事的瞭解有所 
增加。 
Has increased understanding of issues and 
problems outside his/her job. 
5.對公司其它team如何運作已有了深入的瞭 
解。 
Has gained insight into how another team's 
functions. 
6.現在對公司的政治瞭解得比以前多。Has 
had a better sense of company politics now. 
7.已經學會了如何有效地與別人溝通。Has 
learned how to communicate effectively with 
others. 
8.更善於傾聽別人的意見o Has improved 
his/her listening skills. 
9 . 對如何完成工作有新的想法 。 H a s 
developed new ideas about how to perform 
job. 
10.對別人的感覺和態度比以前敏感多了。Has 




- A B "C D E 
The agent " 
12.已拓寬了自己的思維方法。Has expanded 
the way he/she thinks about things. 
13.能完成本職工作的全部責任。Fulfills all 




從不疏忽份內的工作° Never neglects 
aspects of the job that he/she is obligated to 
perform. 
16.工作質量高於平均水平。Has better quality 
^ f work than average. 
1 7 -工作效率高於平均水平 ° Has better 
_efficiency in performing job specific task. 
18.是本團隊內表現優異的成員之一 ° Is one 
_of the most excellent team mates. 
19.能達到所有本職工作的要求。Meets all the 
Jormal job requirements. 
20 .能夠幣助同事減輕工作負擔° Helps 
_others with heavy workloads. 
21 •常常準備爲身邊的人伸出援手。Is always 




^clients for their personal concerns. 
24.能花時間爾助同事解決工作上的問題° 
Gives of their time to help others, who have 
_work-related problems. 
25.無論情況如何（例如：天氣，交通）’每 
次准時赴客戶的約會。Be punctual to every 
appointment with clients regardless of 
一weather, traffic, etc. 
26.不隨便向同事抱怨公司所做的事。Do not 
complain unnecessarily to coworkers about 
-what the company is doing. 
27.不向同事誇大工作上的問題。Do not make 
一problems bigger than they are to coworkers. 
28.參加公司未要求的’但有助於公司或工作 
的活動（例如：循回展覽，各種宣傳活動）° 
Attends functions not required but help the 
company or the job (road shows, promotion 
activities etc.) 
29.積極參與公司會議。Actively participates 
in company meetings. 
30.採取措施，減低自己行爲對同事的不良影 
響 ° Takes actions to reduce the negative 
impact of their behaviors on coworkers. 
31.採取步驟以避免與同事發生衝突。Takes 
steps to try to prevent problems with 
coworkers. -J 
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背景資訊 Background Information 
以下是有關您本人的一些情況 The following are about the background information of 
yourself. 
(1)您的年齡Age ： 歲Years 
(2)您的性別Gender ： 
• 女 Female 
• 男 Male 
(3)您的教育程度 The highest education level you completed : 
• 小 學 primary school 
• 初 中 / Middle school 
• 中 專 Technical school 
• 高 中 High school I 職業高中 Vocational high school 
• 本 科 College/Undergraduate 
• 硏 究 院 Graduate school 
(4)您從事“人壽保險”工作的時間 How many years have you worked in this industry ？: 
年 Years 
(5)您在宏利工作的時間Your tenure in Manulife : 年Years 





(7)您去年的銷售業績屬於哪一級？ Which club level did your sales belong to last year? 
• Ordinary基本會員 
• Preferred 進階會 ^ 
• Senior Qualifying 高級會員 
• President's Division 資深會員 
• President's Council 精英會員 
• Superstar巨星會員 
• Diamond Club鑽石會員 
如您去年的銷售業績不屬於以上等級，您的銷售業績等級是 
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